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CURRENT TOPICS. 
AFTER AN absence, through illness, of the Master of the Rolls 
for rather more than a week, his lordship on Tuesday last was 
able to resume his seat in Court of Appeal No. 1. 





Mr. Justice Currry and Mr. Justice Srirtine will each of 
them commence his fortnight of hearing witness actions on 
Tuesday, the 4th of February, and will continue the same daily 
(except on Monday, the 10th of February) until the 15th of 
February. During this period the motions and unop peti- 
tions of Mr. Justice Curry will be disposed of by Mr. Justice 
Norrtn, and those of Mr. Justice Srmruinc by Mr. Justice 
KEKEWICH. 





ATTENTION should be again directed to a rule of the Practice 
Masters, made by direction of the Lord Chancellor on the 29th 
of November, 1895 (to which we have previously referred). 
Under this rule ‘‘ every writ of summons in debenture-holders’ 
actions shall be intituled ‘In the matter of the Com- 
pany’; and in cases where the company is in process of being 
compulsorily wound up the action is to be assigned to the judge 
having jurisdiction in the matter of the winding up.” 





Ir cannot be doubted that where a solicitor receives money 
specifically for the use =) a client, and, instead “ he a" it 
over, appropriates it to his own purposes, he is guilty of un- 
gucieadinaat conduct. He is cutitnky so guilty in the view of 
the Discipline Committee, and, notwithstanding the decision in 
Re G. A. W. (39 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 202), it may be taken 
that this is now the view of the court. Ina recent case before 
the Divisional Court it ap that the solicitor received 
for a client a sum of £110, which he paid into his own account, 
and immediately drew against it for £100, using the money for 
his own private purposes. representing that the accounts 
were not complete he ind his client to let payment stand 
over for a while, but he did not thereby obtain the consent of 
his client to the actual use which was made of the money, and 
the Divisional Court found that he had been guilty of pro- 
fessional misconduct. In principle it is difficult to distinguish 
the case from Re G. A. W., where likewise there was the 
retention of money without the client’s consent, save that in 
that case payment was ultimately made, while in the recent 
case we do not know whether this was so or not. But the 
gist of the offence against professional honour is not the 
ultimate non-payment, but the failure to pay the money 
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over promptly. The ultimate failure to pay may depend upon 
causes which are beyond the solicitor’s control. The failure to 
pay the money promptly is induced, under such circumstances 
as the present, by the desire to secure some temporary relief 
from pecuniary pressure at the risk of the client. This may, 
in the language of the court in Re G. A. W., be due to 
impecuniosity rather than to dishonesty, but we doubt whether 
any court will again allow impecuniosity to be a sufficient 
excuse. The principle which should guide the court was clearly 
enunciated by Lord Russzr1, 0.J., in Re J. C. (Trevor and 
Lake’s Solicitors Act, 1888, p. 165): ‘‘I think it must be 
clearly understood that there is nothing that this court will 
more insist upon as regards dealings with money received for a 
client than that the solicitor shall account for those moneys, or, 
if he does not account for those moneys by handing them over, 
convey clearly and intelligibly to the client the ground on 
which he is justified in not handing them over.” 





Tue pectsion of the Court of Appeal in Re Newton (Infants) 
shews once again that the courts will not enforce a father’s 
rights over his children where he has so conducted himself as to 
make it improper that he should exercise those rights. The 
case, like most cases of custody of children, turned upon the 
question of religion. It is clearly the right of the father to have 
his children brought up in his own religion, and in continuance 
of this right the court insists on the children being brought up 
in his religion after his death. The rule of the court is, said 
James, L.J., in Hawksworth vy. Hawksworth (L. R. 6 Ch., p. 
542), to pay sacred regard to the religion of the father; and, 
unless under very special circumstances, to see that the child is 
brought up in the religious faith of the father, whatever that 
religious faith may have been. The father’s right was carried 
to its utmost limit in Re Agar-Ellis (10 Ch. D. 49), where he 
was allowed to assert it in violation of his pledge given to his 
wife before marriage that the children should be brought 
up in her religion. But although, it seems, the father 
cannot contract not to exercise his right, yet the same case 
recognized that he might forfeit it by misconduct, or by 
a course of conduct which would make the resumption of his 
authority capricious and cruel towards the children: and in 
Re McGrath (Infants) (41 W. R. 97; 1893, 1 Ch. 143) it was 
asserted, perhaps more clearly than in previous cases, that the 
welfare of the children is the ultimate guide of the court. In 
the present case of Re Newton, the father, who was a Roman 
Catholic, had during the life of the mother acquiesced in her 
bringing the children up in her own faith, that of the Church 
of England. After her death he fell into dissolute habits, 
and neglected the children. Two of them, girls now of 
the ages of fifteen and eleven, were removed by a rela- 
tive, and, without opposition from the father, placed, 
under the order of the court, in a Protestant school. The 
father having abandoned his evil mode of life, and having 
revived his connection with the Roman Catholic Church, 
wished to have the girls removed to a school of that persuasion, 
but his present state of good behaviour was not allowed to be 
the paramount factor in the case. By his previous conduct 
he had abdicated the right to control the education of the 
children, and the Court of Appeal, affirming the decision of 
Kexewicu, J., took this view. A court less observant of the 
recent tendency of the law might conceivably have rewarded the 
father for his change of life by renewed rights over the children, 
and hence it is satisfactory to find the principle of Re McGrath 
re-affirmed. 





Now tat Dr. Jameson is on his way to England, the ques- 
tion of his liability to prosecution here becomes of immediate 
interest. There seems to be little doubt that the Foreign 
Enlistment Act, 1870, is the statute under which the late 
Administrator will be indicted, if he be indicted at all. 
The Act deals specifically with illegal expeditions, and the 

are the relevant sections: Section 11. ‘‘Ifany , 
within the limit of Her Majesty’s dominions, and without the 
licence of her Majesty, prepares or fits out any naval or military 
expedition to proceed against the dominions of any friendly 





State, the following consequences shall ensue: (1) Every perp 
engaged in such preparation or fitting out, or assisting thereig, 
or employed in any capacity in such expedition, shall be 

of an offence against this Act, and shall be punishable by fi, 
or imprisonment, or either of such punishments, at the discretig, 
of the court before which the offender is convicted ; and impr; 
ment, if awarded, may be either with or without hard labo, 
(2) All ships and other equipment, and all arms and munitio, 
of war, used in or forming part of such expedition, shal] , 
forfeited to her Majesty.” Section 12. ‘‘ Any person who aid, 
abets, counsels, or procures the commission of any offence againg 
this Act shall be liable to be tried and punished as a pring 
offender.” Section 13. ‘‘ The term of imprisonment to be onal 
in respect of any offence against this Act shall not exceed ty 
years.” Two objections have been raised in the daily Press agp 
the applicability of the Foreign Enlistment Act. The first isthy 
the Seamvenl is not a foreign country, being under Britig 
suzerainty. The second is that there was no war between tm 
foreign States, and that this condition is required by the statu, 
As regards the first objection, it is sufficient to point out thy 
the section as to illegal expeditions does not refer to ‘‘ foreign” 
States, but to “friendly” States. The Transvaal, al 
under suzerainty, does not cease thereby to be a friendly Stat, 
As to the second objection, which is based on words inth 
preamble, there are more points than one to be noted. It is ng 
necessary, in order that the Foreign Enlistment Act shoul 
apply, that there should be war between two States, forth 
following reasons: (1) The preamble in a statute, though usehil 
in assisting to determine the meaning of a section if there k 
doubt, cannot prevent the plain words of a section from having 
effect ; (2) Section 11 omits the provision in the preceding sm. 
tions that there should be war between two States; (3) Thi 
omission is intentional, and is meant to prevent the absurdity 
that interference in inter-State war would be illegal, whik 
interference in a civil war would be permissible; (4) Th 
High Court in 1887 upheld the conviction of Colonel Sanvovii, 
charged with having aided in an expedition against Venezuch, 
a State not at war with any State, but in civil war. 





THE DONEE of a limited power of appointment is bound, il 
he exercises it, to exercise it bond fide with a view to carry ot 
the intention of the power. If he exercises it otherwise, asi 
he exercises it with the object of gaining a benefit for himself 
this is said to be a fraud on the power, and the appointment is 
bad. There has always prevailed an impression that a simile 
doctrine might apply to the release of a power. Formerly 
there was a distinction between different kinds of powers i 
respect of ability to release them. Powers simply collateral- 
that is, not coupled with an interest—were incapable of releas; 
but it was otherwise with powers coupled with an interest 
At the present time the distinction is obsolete, section 52 of th 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, providing expressly that all powem, 
whether coupled with an interest or not, may be rel 
Moreover, it does not seem to have been doubted that, whateva 
might be the motive for executing a deed releasing a powé, 
yet the release was effectual to extinguish the power. If frau 
touched the release at all, it did not invalidate it in the sam 
way as it invalidated the execution of the power. In Cunyy 
hame v. Thurlow (1 R. & M. 436n.), where a father, having! 
power of appointment among his children, released the power® 
as to secure for himself the share of a deceased child who wa 
entitled in default of appointment, it was admitted by Sa» 
weEtL, V.C., that the power was well released. But he t 
the court ought to inte: , and mark its sense of the @ 
propriety of the release by refusing tg direct payment of th 
share to the father. If this is correct, then in the same wi 
trustees in whose hands funds are vested must refuse to 
them away to a person making title under such a release. 
it is illogical to admit the release of the power to be valid, asl 
then to refuse to allow it to take effect. If the power is 
released, it is out of the way, and title to the propery 
must be deduced on this footing. Hence, in Smith * 
Houblon (26 Boav. 482), Romu.y, M.R., not only declare 
the power to be effectually released, but rns | that th 
persons thus entitled should receive their shares from 
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—— 
tastes (see the order explained by Linvizy, L.J., in Radcliffe 
«, Bowes, 40 W. R. 328; 1892, 1 Ch, 227). The whole question 
yuconsidered by the Court of Appeal in the case last cited, 
gi it was determined, in accordance with Smith v. Houblon, that 
full effect must be given to the release, notwithstanding that 
the donee of the power released it in order to secure a share of 
fhe fund in default of appointment for himself. In the above 
gases the share which the donee hoped to secure was a share 
dgvolving on him through a d child. In Re Somes (ante, 
p. 210), where the point has again been raised, the circum- 
dances were somewhat different. A father had a power of 
inting property for the benefit of his only daughter 
her issue; in default of appointment the Property was 
fo go to the daughter absolutely. The father released the 
and vested the property in the daughter, to the 
intent that she might raise a sum of £10,000 on mortgage 
@ it for his benefit. Currry, J., held that, according to 
Iedelife v. Bewes, the fact that the father gained an advan 
for himself was immaterial in considering the effect of the 
release, conde pgm eg d pact ggg _ valid and the —_ 
gained a good title under it. © case appears to shew 
Gs the old doctrine, that a release of a power perl by the 
donee for self-regarding ends might be a fraud on the power, is 
quite exploded. 





Tue 18TH sEcTIon of the Act relating to copyright in books 
(5&6 Vict. c. 45) has, like many other sections of that Act, 
iven rise to frequent difficulties, and on one point especially 
oe seems to be a direct conflict of judicial opinion which 
is likely to occasion further difficulties between authors and 
publishers. The section deals with the mutual rights of the 
ig of periodical works, such as magazines, and of the 
rs of contributions to such works ; and provides that where 
mauthor has been employed by such proprietor, and paid for 
his contribution upon the terms that the copyright therein is to 
to the employer, the latter is to have the copyright in 

such work for the term of literary copyright, but not the right to 
publish it separately without the consent of the author, who, on 
the other hand, is to possess the right of separate publication 
alter a period of twenty-eight years. It frequently happens 
that an author is employed and paid for his contribution, but 
nothing is arranged as to the copyright, and upon this 
state of facts the law does not appear to be clearly settled, 
the authorities being equally divided. Thus, on the one hand, 
inthe case of Zhe Bishop of Hereford vy. Griffin (16 Sim. 191) an 
article was composed for an encyclopedia, and the author was 
paid for it; nothing was said about the copyright, but the 
proprietors of the encyclopedia alleged that it was customary 
msuch cases for the copyright to belong to them. It was held 
that the plaintiff had not parted with his copyright. Similarly 
in Walter vy. Howe (17 Ch. D. 708), where a memoir of Lord 
BrsconsrreLp had been prepared for the Zimes and paid for, 
vithout any arrangement’being made as to the copyright, Sir 
Guoncz Jzssex, M.R., refused to draw the inference that the 
aticle had been prepared upon the terms that the copyright 
thould belong to the proprietors of the newspaper. On the 
other hand, in Sweet v. Benning (16 C. B. 459), it was held that 
the proprietors of the Juris‘, who employed and paid barristers 
© furnish them with reports of cases, acquired copyright in 
such reports, though no arrangement had been made to that 
tfiect ; and it was said that where an author is paid for his con- 
tribution to a periodical, the proper inference to be drawn is 
that the copyright is to belong to the proprietor of the period- 
ial, unless there is an express arrangement to the contrary. 
This view was adopted also in Lamb v. Hvane (1898, 1 Oh. 218), 
" ms were employed and paid by the owners of a 
directory to furnish them with advertisements classified under 
‘parate headings, without any arrangement being made as to 
copyright. Walter v, Howe was cited in argument, but is not 
‘mmented on in the judgment in this case. In this state of 
the authorities, it is submitted that the latter view is the more 
correct ; and that where an author is employed and paid for 
writing an article in a periodical, if nothing is said about the 
m4 ne the more businesslike inference is that the employer 
has paid is to become proprietor of the copyright in that 

fr which he has paid, especially when it is remembered that 


he acquires no right to publish the contribution separatel 
without the consent of the author. ° 





In tHE case of Hoddinott (Surveyor of Taxes) v. Home and 
Colonial Stores (Limited) (ante, p. 211), @ point was decided 
of importance to many companies having branches in 
London and the provinces. The Home and Colonial Stores 
desired, in 1892, to o a branch establishment in Finsbury. 
Failing to find a shop suitable to their requirements, they 
agreed to take on lease the whole of a house in Stroud-green- 
road, which consisted of a shop and parlour on the ground- 
floor, with a private entrance at the side and two floors over. 
Before taking possession, the company had the upper part of 
the premises divided off, fastening up two communicating doors 
and putting up a matchboard partition; the side door being 
thus the entrance to the upper part of the house only. As none 
of their employees were to reside on the premises, the company 
let off the upper or residential part at an inclusive weekly 
rental, auiiien to pay all rates and taxes themselves. On 
being assessed for the p of inhabited house duty, the 
company, who were admittedly rated to the poor as occupiers of 
the whole of the premises, maintained that the assessment 
should be restricted to the value of the residential part, on the 

und that, the house having been “divided into and let in 
ifferent tenements,” that part which was used solely by them 
for business purposes, and occupied as such in the daytime only, 
fell within the exemption granted to trade premises by section 
13 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1878. The Com- 
missioners for General P took that view, and reduced 
the assessment from £100 at 6d. in the £ to £32 at 3d. in the 
£. Ona special case being stated, the Divisional Court decided 
in favour of the Crown, being of opinion that the exemption 
did not apply to the case of a “letting” to a sub-tenant. The 
result was that the comes were held liable to inhabited house 
duty as occupiers of the whole of the premises, and were not 
entitled to the reduction claimed in respect of the portion they 
themselves used solely for the Par of their business. During 
the arguments it was stated that the Home and Colonial Stores 
(Limited) had some 270 branches, many of them carried on upon 
premises similarly to those in the Stroud-green-road, 
and that the exemption, whenever it had been previously claimed 
by them, had been allowed. 





Ir woutp be passing strange if a gift by voluntary deed 
to a dead man were while a gift by will is void. 
The point arose in Ke Tilt’s Trusts, Lampet v. Kennedy 
(reported elsewhere), and, as might have been expec 
the gift by deed was held void. The whole doctrine of 
lapse in the case of wills appears to have been founded on 
the assumption that a will was, in effect, equivalent to a 
deed executed at the moment of the testator’s death, so that 
a contrary decision would have upset a good deal of the law 
relating to wills. When a settlor’s children are abroad, he 
can never be certain that they are alive at the date he makes 
his settlement, and in practice there must have been many cases 
of a gift by deed to a deadman. There is apparently no previous 
case in which the dead man’s representatives contended that 
such a gift was good. Presumably they were advised that such 
a contention would be hopeless. Hence the apparent lack of 
direct authority on the point. Possibly, apart from its peculiar 
circumstances, which gave rise to a remote chance of an i 
the gift, Re Tilt’s Trusts would never have been heard of. It is 
curious that the settlor’s claim by way of resulting trust was not 
at first thought of, and the case came on on the 10th of December, 
1895, simply as a question between the dead man’s representa- 
tives and the beneficiaries claiming under the residuary trust 
contained in the deed ; the settlor who was really entitled being 
not even made a . The fact that the judge almost im- 
mediately directed her to be added is a striking instance 
of the way in which the interests of absent parties are dis- 
covered and looked after in the administrative work of the 
Chancery Division. 








Mr. Cluer, the magistrate at the South- Western Police Court, has 
the critical stage of his illness, and, although he is not out of danger, his 





condition is reported to be favourable. 
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REMITTED ACTIONS. 


Tue case of D’ Erico vy. Samuel, to which we referred shortly last 
week (ante, p. 206), is chiefly remarkable for the revival which 
it effects of the case of Welply v. Buhl (26 W. R. 300, 3 Q. B. D. 
253), which one might naturally have concluded had been 
rendered obsolete by Harris v. Judge (41 W. R. 9; 1892, 2Q.B. 
565) and the other cases on costs in remitted actions. We 
welcome the decision in D’Zrico vy. Samuel, because it throws 
light on a part of procedure which has always been wrapped in 
some obscurity. We cannot say that it establishes a state of 
affairs which is perfectly satisfactory, but it is a guiding light 
in a dark place, and is therefore welcome. 

The “dark place” to which we refer may be shortly depicted 
as follows. Under section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
an action of contract in which the claim on the writ does not 
exceed one hundred pounds, or where such claim, though 
originally more than that sum, is reduced by payment, admitted 
set-off, or otherwise to a sum not exceeding one hundred pounds, 
may on application of either party at any time be remitted to a 
county court. Under section 66 an action of tort may, on the 
application of any defendant upon an affidavit that the plain- 
tiff has no visible means of paying the costs of the defendant 
should a verdict be not found for the plaintiff, be likewise re- 
mitted to a county court, unless the plaintiff gives security for 
the costs within a limited time. In either case it is the duty of 
the plaintiff, on an order to remit being made, to lodge with the 
county court registrar the original writ and order to remit. An 
action once remitted becomes a county court action, and it was 
laid down in Harris v. Judge that the jurisdiction of the High 
Court ceases directly an action is remitted. 

So far all seems clear enough. It is only when we come to 
apply the sections and decisions to the actual cases in which 
orders to remit are made that unforeseen difficulties arise. 


- On the order being 
made, therefore, the defendant draws it up. It is his order, 
holds, in Chancery actions the official duplicate, and in 
Queen’s Bench actions the original. The plaintiff, on the other 
hand, holds the original writ. The original (or duplicate) order 
to be lodged with the county court registrar, together with 
original writ. Here, then, is a practical difficulty, which 
caused, and unless something is done will continue to cause, 
great deal of inconvenience and delay. Where, as is com- 
monly the case, the defendant obtains the order to remit, the 
plaintifi has a good excuse for not lodging the original writ 
with the registrar of the county court, as directed by the 
statute. He has not the original order, which he is bound to 
lodge with the writ. That is in the defendant’s possession. In 
Queen’s Bench actions there is no duplicate of the order in 
existence. If the defendant gives the original to the plain- 
tif, his only record has into his adversary’s hands. 
The defendant cannot set down the action in the county court, 
because he has uot the original writ. The plaintiff cannot do 
90, because he bas not the original order. In cases where the 


soleators on both sides have confidence in one another, and 
know thet practice will not be resorted to, one of two 
things happens: either the defendant gives the plaintiff the 


t 


to remit, or the plaintiff gives the defendant the original 
to lodge in the county court. In other cases the plaintiff 
nothing until the defendant issues 2 summons to compel 
proceed ; and he mects the summons by the contention that, 
remit having been made, the court has no jurisdic- 
order in the action. 

Welply +. Luh! (eupra) the court held that the 
High Court over the action remained, certainly 
been utually lodged in the county court, pro- 
: ». Im the light of Harris y. Judge (supra) 
and the ther cases tollowing it, there is now no doubt that 
imanwtintely the renisgion is vnuyleeA by séting down the 
Wim i cramty wrart the jursdiction of the High Court 
the ation cases alaviutely. ince those canon 6 has 
wme tault wheter, alter the date of the order to remit 
uy Ww the entry At the action in the county wourt, the High 
twas, thtinn any jyutahiciom over the whim beyond what is 


aa 


$$ 





necessary to compel obedience to the order to remit. The cagy 
of D’ Erico v. ale sets this doubt at rest. In that case th 
order was to the effect that, unless security was given withig 
seven days, the action should be remitted. Security was ng 
given, and an order extending the time was made, but still no 
security was given. The defendant then ignored the order tg 
remit, and applied for and obtained an order for a further ang 
better answer to interrogatories. It was contended that ther 
was no jurisdiction to make this order; but the Court of A 
upheld it, and, indeed, decided further that, until the remission 
was rendered complete by entry in the county court, the action 
remained a High Oourt action. 

The case of D’Hrico v. Samuel does not entirely remove the 



























difficulty we have described. A rule of the Supreme Court is §™ het bs 
needed to the effect that ‘a party obtaining an order to remit WB. ss 
an action to the county court may, on the order becoming opera. jy Dainew ay 
tive, lodge the same, together with a copy thereof, at the ee inn 
Central Office, and thereupon the duplicate writ on the file shall tho h } 
be transmitted with the order and other proceedings, if any, ty “to 4 in 
the county court named in the order.” jes Siew 
If a rule to this effect were supplemented by a county court tant tention 
rule providing that ‘for the purposes of remission of a the im Rien 
action from the High Court to a county court the duplicate writ — ™@° 
filed in the Central Office shall, on its transmission to a county his h 
court, be equivalent to the original writ referred to in sections Sant fo 
65 and 66 of the County Courts Act, 1888,” the whole diffic the — 
would bé finally removed by providing a workable alternative ihe was mo 
practice to that prescribed by the County Courts Act, 1888. The Similar 
terms in which the practice is there prescribed are a mere re £8, 649), w 
production of those contained in the corresponding sections of 9 #al ry 
the Act of 1867, and are not up to date with recent changes of jj mmen, anc ‘ 
rocedure. wren years 2 
P - TuRNER, LJ. 
. wsold the t 
THE RULE IN HOWE v. EARL OF DARTMOUTH, [picid fom 
Wuene property is given by will to persons who are to enjoyit I ys no 
in peal the aa has always been careful, in the absence Ee Pe 
of any expression of a contrary intention by the testator, to I yien and in 
secure that it shall be put into such a condition as will i power to sail 
the enjoyment of the several persons interested, and the princ- HB }y gstisfactor 
ple upon which this is done is known as the rule in Howe v. Lal te tenants f 
of Dartmouth (7 Ves. 137). Where the property is of a wasting I yincome, bt 
nature, like leaseholds or annuities, the tenant for life, if the Ti iststor’s de 
property were retained in its actual state and he took the whole J jimstion to c 
income, would have an advantage over the remaindermen; and Hf yams there! 
securities which at the time of the testator’s death are such & If ifs to receiv: 
cannot properly be retained as part of the trust estate stand Ii de testator, : 
upon the same footing. They are in contemplation of law of # Hiygement, e: 
hazardous nature, and in the interests of all parties they must Ti wasting inve 
be converted. The tenant for life will then receive the incom My the inco 
of the funds when they have been put ina proper state of i Mist they < 
vestment ; while if for special reasons the conversion has tole Ml, Porter v 
poned, this is not allowed to benefit the tenant for life, aed Bit guch a 
e takes an income calculated on the converted value of tt Bimm of lon; 
property, notwithstanding that a much larger income may b Mixgme on thi 
actually received from it. On the other hand, if the properly Bh, Re Sheld 
is in reversion, so that by keeping it in its actu Muartios wh 
state there will be no income at all for the tenth Muh wero 
for life, similar considerations require that it should WM inguishing J 






sold, and so turned into an income-bearing fund. In Hows, 
Earl of Dartmouth, where annuities were in — 
Exvox, 0., said: “If in this case it is equitable that long@ 
short annuities should be sold, to give everyone an equal chan 
the court acts equally in the other case; for those future int 
rests are for the sake of the tenant for life to be converted ints 

esent interest, being sold immediately in order to yields 
immediate interest to the tenant for life. As in the one cam 
that in which the tenant for life has too great an interestit 
melted for the benefit of the rest, in the other, that of which,f 
it remained in specie, he might never receive anything ist 
in, and he has immediately the interest of its 
worth,” 

But this is only a rule which the court adopts in the abso 
of any expression of intention by the testator, and it is ry 
tent for him to direct that the property shall be enjoyed by 


tiled to the : 
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the tenants for life were not entitled to the earnings of the shi 
wincome, but only to interest on the value of the ships from the 
tstator’s death. 
dimetion to convert with power to postpone conversion, and it 
wems, therefore, that this is not enough to entitle the tenant for 
life to receive the income of the unconverted property. But if 
te testator, instead of directing conversion with power of post- 
pawement, expressly authorizes his trustees to continue the 
uisting investments of his estate, the tenant for life is entitled 
7 a income of the 
ey do not represent pro of a wasting nature. 
h Porter v. Baddeley (5 On ¥) “y 
ad such a power of retention, and the estate included 
iam of long annuities, the tenant for life was only 
ome on the footing of conversion at the death of the testator. 
lh Re Sheldon (39 Oh. D. 50), where the trustees retained 
werities which were unauthorized as new investments, but 
whith were not of a wasting nature, Norrn, J., held, dis- 
taguishing Porter v. Baddeley, that the tenant for life was en- 
tied to the actual income. 
lave set up distinctions which it would be 
pinciple. The difficulty is removed where the testator, in addi- 
wa to authorizing postponement of conversion or the retention 
@eisting investments, directs that the income till conversion 
all _— the ween ~¥ wall 
hubtedly entitled to the actual proceeds of the 1 specte, 
& Norrington, 13 Oh, D. 654; Re Chancellor, On. b. | 













































oh apply where the property is 
Meefore, it is for the interest of the tenant for life to have it con- 
saa Converted accordingly it muat be, unless the testator | 
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such an intention must be taken to have been expressed 
saipeen « frequent subject of litigation. It has been held, for 
igstance, that the tenant for life is entitled to the enjoyment of 
ihe property in its actual state where it has been specifically 
baquea' ed (Vincent v. Newcombe, Younge, 599; Bethune v. 
nay, 1 My. & Cr. 114). And so where the testator has 
jirested that the conversion of the pro shall take place at 
ome. definite period subsequent to his death. In Alcock 
‘ (2 My. & K. 699) the testator gave the 
raidue of his property, which included leaseholds and long 
ities, in trust that his wife might receive the income 
for life, and after her death the whole of his estate 
ws to be converted. In giving judgment Sir Jonn Leacn, 
\LB., took occasion to observe that the rule in Howe v. Earl of 
Dorimouth was only intended to secure that the primdé facie 
intention of the testator should be carried into effect, and that 
it was inapplicable where a different intention appeared. 
« Although,” he said, ‘this intention of the testator is primd 
¢ to be inferred, it may plainly appear upon the whole con- 
tart of the will that the testator had not that meaning, but that 
the intention was that the tenant for life should derive the same 
iwome from the residuary estate as he had himself derived from 
hisproperty up to the period of his death.” And the Vice- 
Chenelior held that the direction to convert after the death of 
the tenant for life was a sufficient indication that during her life 

she was to enjoy the property in specie. 

Similar to the case last cited was Green v. Britten (1 D. J, 
&§, 649), where a testator bequeathed his residuary personal 
wate, consisting partly of ships, in trust for ms in suc- 
wsion, and directed that none of the ships should be sold for 
wren years after his death. It was held by Knicur Bruce and 
Tren, L.JJ., that during the seven years the ships remained 
weld the tenant for life was entitled to the whole income 
derived from them. On the other hand, in Brown v. Gellatly 
.R.2 Ch. 751), where again ships were in question, there 
vs n0 postponement of conversion for a definite period. The 
twtator directed his executors to convert his personal estate 
vhen and in such manner as they should see fit, and gave them 
power to sail his ships for the benefit of his estate till they could 
hesatisfactorily sold. It was held by Lord Oarrns, L.J., that 


In this last case there was practically a 


investments retained, vided at 
. 542), where the trustees 


allowed 


that the cases 


It may be sug; 
iffoult to justify in 


ton v. Atherton (2 D. J. & 8. 352). A recent instance of this 
kind has occurred in Re Pitcairn (44 W. R. 200). A testator 
gave the whole of his upon trusts, under which his 
mother was entitled as tenant fife, His estate consisted in 
of a reversionary interest in settled funds, of which also 

is mother was tenant for life. Primd facie the rule in Howe v. 

Earl of Dartmouth applied, and the reversion must have been con- 
verted, or be treated as having been converted, at the death 
of the testator; but upon the terms of the will, to 
which it is not necessary to refer in detail, Nozrs, 
J., held that the trustees had a power to convert or 
not as they thought fit; and, since they had in fact left the 
reversion unsold till after the death of the tenant for life, her 
estate was not entitled to arrears of income in respect of the 
imaginary proceeds of sale. Here, apparently, the testator had 
vested in his trusteés not a mere power to postpone conversion, 
but a discretion as to whether conversion should take place or 
not, and hence perhaps the case can be distingui from Brown 
v. Gellatly (supra). Usually the actual sale of a reversion will not 
be beneficial to the estate, and the trustees may properly post- 


the sale, even though as between the entitled 
it must be treated as having taken place. Such will 
not be allowed to be prejudiced by the delay when the sale 


actually takes place and the accounts are adjusted (Re Blachford, 
27 Ch. D. 676). 








REVIEWS. 
CHITTY’S STATUTES. 


THE STATUTES OF Practical UTILITY. ARRANGED IN ALPHABETICAL 
AND CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER; WITH NoTES AND INDEXES. By 
J. M. Lety, Barrister-at-Law. Vou. XIII. Conrapyive «a Taare 
oF SHORT AND PoPvuLaR TITLEs, A TABLE OF ReGNAL YEARS AND 
CHAPTERS, AND A GENERAL INDEX, IN PART ANALYTICAL. Com- 
piled with the assistance of H. L. Onmssy, Barrister-at-Law. 
Anp ADDENDA, &c., TO THE Previous VoLUMES. Sweet & Max- 
well (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

We have now to record the completion of the great undertaking of 
the new edition of Chitty’s Statutes by the publication 
indices, which constitute by no means the least 
the work. Compared with the index to the last edition, there is 
enormous advance in elaboration and completeness. 
first of all, a table of “‘ short and popular titles,” 
lawyers to find their way to most statutes: we 
however, whether ‘“ Wallliae Statutum”™ can 
sidered a short and — title. Then follows 
years and chapters of statutes; and this is 
index filling over 400 pages, and giving 
the various headings contained in the 
conveniently broken up into large-type headings. 
heading ‘‘ Words and i Meaning of,” we have a 
tion of references to statutory definitions which will be of m 
value, but might with advantage have been largely extended. 
volume is certainly a most valuable addition to present 
of ‘* Chitty.” 

SHIRLEY'S LEADING CASES. 

A Seurcrion oF Lraprve Cass ix THE Cosmron Law, with Notes 

by WALTER Sureusy Suracey, Rarrister-at-Law. Fifth Rdition. 

By Ricnuarp Watson, LL.B, (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law, 5 

& Sons (Limited). 

The fifth edition of Shirley's Leading Cases keeps the high 

standard of usefulness established by previous editi ‘The modern 

decisions have been caref . and when tested by 





The tenant for life is then un- | 


43), | 
The above casos deal with property which it is for the interest 


tthe tonant for life to retain in ite unconverted state, but, as as well as to the tyro in the law. . . 
| owse law in a small compass, It is, perhaps, to make his studies more 
attractive to the student that the samewhat humorous sideaotes are 


out in Lowe v, Karl of Dartmouth ( ), the same con- 


ture, and where, | 


expressed a contrary intention, and none the lesa that the 
is a reversion expectant on the decease of the tenant 
himself; Johnaon v, Rowth (27 L, J, Oh, 903), Barring 





searches for the latest judici 
this volume is not found wanting. The book is intended 

for students ; but, as the clghel editar reminds us in the preface to 
the first edition, ‘‘a person does not cease to be a student merely 
because he is called to the bar or admitted a solicitor,” and these 
leading cases cannot fail to be of servive to the seasoned TRUMEr, 
The book gives a AMROARE of 


this edition; and if a knowledge that a case relates te 
“Mra, Hobbe’s cold” or “the Barnsley confectioners trip to 
Landon" assists men = ae what ie walualle ih the 
deviaion-—aa may very sechahi CAO— WR 

to quarrel with the preaence of email johea upon Mazned sage, 
The cages relating fo the liabilities of railway companies tar- 
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keepers are particularly well noted, and the Bills of Sale Acts receive 
their full share of attention. Additional references to reports where 
@ case is reported in more series than one would add to the value of 
8 very useful work. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


LOCK v. THE QUEENSLAND INVESTMENT AND LAND MORTGAGE 
CO. (LIM.)—No. 2, 22nd January. 
Company—SHAREHOLDER—SHARES PAID UP IN ApvaNcE or CALLs—Pay- 
MENT oF InTEREST OUT oF CaprTaL ON SHARES SO PREPAID. 

This was an appeal of the plaintiff from a decision of Stirling, J. 
(reported ante, p. 210). The plaintiff moved, on behalf of himself and 
other shareholders and debenture-holders, to restrain the defendant com- 
pany from making certain payments, by way of interest on calls paid in 
advance, except out of net profits, under the following circumstances. The 
company was formed in 1878, and the objects thereof were the investment 
and loaning of money in Queensland. The original capital of the 
company was £2,000,000, but this was subsequently reduced, and now 
consisted of 164,992 preferred shares of £1 10s. each, fully paid, and 
164,992 i shares of £7 each, upon which only £1 had been paid. 
20,000 of these latter shares, however, had been paid for in full by their 
respective holders, the payment of £6 per share being a payment in 
advance of calls. In the year 1895 no profits were made by the company, 
the year’s working resulting in a loss, but nevertheless the directors paid 
interest at the rate of £6 per cent. per annum to the holders of the 
20,000 ordinary shares upon the amounts paid by them in advance of calls. 
By the motion it was sought to restrain any such further payments of 
interest except out of net profits. The memorandum of association of 
the company contained no provisions bearing upon the question of calls 
paid in advance, but by article 40 of the articles of association liberty 
was given to the directors, from time to time, as they thought fit, to 
receive payment from any shareholder of the whole or any part of the 
amount remaining unpaid on any shares held by him upon such terms in 
all respects as the board might determine. Other articles of association 
i of this report were: ‘“‘ Article 150.—All 
dividends on shares shall be declared by general meeting. No dividend 
shall be made except out of the net profits of the company, either for the 
year, or remaining over from previous years in some reserve fund or other- 
wise, but the directors may, if they see fit to do so, pay out of the capital 
of the company interest on sums paid up on shares in advance of calls.” 
“* Article 154.—If a larger amount be paid up on some shares than on 
others of the same class, the dividend on the shares of that class shall ho 
paid in proportion to the amount paid up on each share, except in so far 
as all or some part of the excess shall have been received by the board on 
the terms of paying interest thereon, in which case the part bearing 
interest shall not be reckoned for the purposes of dividend.” ‘‘ Article 
13%6.—The directors shall deduct from the dividends payable to any 
member all such sums of money as may be due from him to the company, 
on account of calls or otherwise.” ‘‘ Article 158.—Unpaid dividends 
and interest on shares shall never bear interest as against the company.”’ 
Stirling, J., followed the practice as settled in Ireland by the case of Dale 
v. Martin (9 Ir. L. BR. Ch. 498, and on appeal 11 Ib. 371), and dismissed 
the motion. The plaintiff appealed, and admitted that if the payment of 
interest out of capital was legal, it was expressly authorized by the articles 
of association ; but he submitted that the negotiation, being between the 
company and a2 shareholder, was not in the nsture of a loan, and there- 
fore it was not a debt of the company. The principal was not repayable, 
except im the case of 2 winding up, and the express condition on which 
people were allowed to trade with limited liability was that the fund which 
the Legislature bed car-marked for the benefit of the outside creditors 
should not be repaid to the shareholders in any shape or form. The dis- 
ability to pay interest out of capital was not on the part of the company ; 
it was the status of the shareholder which rendered it illegal. He 
veherred to Ee Sharpe (40 W. B. 241; 1892, 1 Ch. 154), Trevor v. Whit- 
worth (6 W.B. 145,12 App. Cas. 409), Oorequm Gold Mining Co. ¥. Roper 
(1992, A. C. 125). 

Tux Cover (Laxuier, Kar, and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.) without calling upon 
the respondents, i the appeal. 

Laspiex, LJ.—I do not feel any difficulty about this case. The only 
— is, was this 2 good bargain’ If Mr. Brodie Cooper's argument 

right, then no part of the capital can be used for the repayment of 4 








dct A any kind 1 2 shareholder. It is impossible to suppose that the 
House of Lords intendeci, in the cases which have been referred to, to lay 
down any exch proporition: it would be directly contrary to the provi- 
toms of the Cmmpanicse Act, 1467, which enacts that shareholders are 
entitic4’d to be paid their debts in competition with other creditors, even | 
ia a winding up I have already pointed out how disastrous it would be 
to 2 compeny {f. by meant of this machinery, it could not raise money 
from ite shareholders in re-pect of calle not yet dne, and pay interest on 
these prepayments, which interest would cease when all the capital was 
B14 up. The Aauses ix the articles of association of this company are 
feeme4 exyresdy to carry ont these wishes. It ie said that cause 7 of 
table 4, which suthorizes rectors tH pay interest on prepaid shares, does | 
ust tany peyment out of capital. | agree that the language of the | 
Matte fa wt a0 exylictt ne tt might be. The Court of 4 in Ireland 
bene Gee Cat wich 2 ye ie legal. I think they were right end | 
the oes wth iat 
iduk ing, 4., wae Higet, and 


the judgments of the House of Lords, I 
bat the aypesl must he dhemioned 
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Kay, L.J., said that the articles in this case distinctly authorized 
had been done. How could it be ultra vires when section 14 of the Com. 
panies Act, 1862, in conjunction with clause 7 of table A, authorized the 
payment of calls in advance and payment of interest on such pa 
advance? What was the meaning of the provision that the com 
might take in advance from the shareholders money on their shares, 
pay interest on such money until the shares were fully paid up? Bop. 
rowing in such a way was a great advantage to the company. It was, 
valid contract, and was in law nothing but a debt, and must be a debt 
created by contract; if so, why should it not be repaid out of capital? 
The company had made no profits out of which the payments could by 
made. This was not a return of capital, but was a proper expending of 
capital for a purpose for which the company was authorized to make it, 
The decision of the Irish Court of Appeal was quite right; the expendi. 
ture was within proper and lawful limits, and came within the terms of 
Trevor v. Whitworth (ubi supra). 

A. L. Surrx, L.J., concurred. Appeal dismissed. By consent the 
appeal was treated as the trial of the action, which was thus dismissed 
with costs.—CounseL, Brodie Cooper (Millar, Q.C., with him); Grahay 
Hastings, Q.C., and C. E. E. Jenkins. Soxicrrors, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, 
& Co. ; Trinders ¢ Capron. 


[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


FINCH vo. OAKE—No. 2, 22nd January. 


AssocIATION—MEMBERSHIP—RESIGNATION— WITHDRAWAL oF 
RESIGNATION. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The plaintiff, who 
claimed to be a member of the Bermondsey and Rotherhithe Licensed 
Victuallers and Beersellers’ Local Protection Association, brought his 
action, and moved for an injunction to restrain the defendants, the com- 
mittee and secretary of the association, until the trial of the action or 
further order from excluding him from membership. The association was 
a volun association regulated by printed rules, having no office, but 
holding its meetings at a public-house. It had no property beyond the 
subscriptions received from its members, and some donations from 
brewers, and there was no trust deed. Its object was to provide its mem- 
bers with protection and legal assistance, when required, in the manage. 
ment of their trade. On the 30th of October, 1895, the plaintiff, who was 
dissatisfied with the policy of the committee, sent in his resignation asa 
member by letter to the secretary. On the 29th of November following 
the plaintiff, not having received any reply to his letter, wrote again, en- 
closing his subscription for the ensuing year in advance, and withdrawi 
his resignation. e secretary, however, insisted on his resignation, 
informed the plaintiff that he could not again become a member without 
re-election. The plaintiff thereupon issued his writ and moved the court 
as above stated. ekewich, J., being of opinion that the association had 
some property, and that therefore the court had jurisdiction to interfere, 

the injunction asked for. The defendants appealed, and sub- 
mitted that there was no property vested on any trusts in which the mem- 
bers had any rights ; in such a case, although the courts had jurisdiction, 
they would not interfere, provided the committee had acted Jond fide. 
The following cases were referred to: Maitland’s case (4 D. M. & G. 768, 
2 W. R. Dig. 41); Forbes v. Bishop Eden (L. R. 1 Sco. App. 568) ; Bairdy, 
Wells (39 W. R. 61, 44 Ch. D. 661); Rigby v. Connol (28 W. R. 650, U4 
Ch. D. 482) ; Queen v. Mayor and Town Council of Wigan (33 W. R. 547, 4 
Q. B. D. 908). On the other hand it was urged that the resignation of 4 
member was inoperative until it was communicated to the committee, and 
such resignation being subsequently withdrawn the plaintiff was still a 
member. 

Tue Cover (Linpiex, Kay, and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Lixpiey, L.J., in the course of his judgment considered the few rules 
of the association which bore on the point. He said that the moment 
a letter was addressed to and received by the secretary it was communi- 
cated to the society. There were no circumstances which made it neces 
sary for a resignation to be accepted ; there was no power of refusal. The 
position, therefore, of a member was this: he could say, with or without 
reason, ‘‘ I retire,’’ and he would cease to be a member; and having once 
retired he could not again become a member without re-election. The 
letter did reach the society, and remained there a whole month; how, 
after that, could the society treat him asa member?’ The position taken 
up by the committee was perfectly right in point of law; the plaintiff had 
ceased to be a member, and the appeal must be allowed. , 

Kay and A. L, Smrru, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. 
Appeal allowed.—Counsut, Henry Terrell; Warrington, Q.0., and Church. 
Soxicrrous, C. O. Pook; Maitlands, Peckham, § Co. 

[Reported by W. SHALLCROSS GODDARD, Barrister-at-Law,| 


VOLUNTARY 


High Court—Chancery “Division. 


Ke TILT’S TRUSTS, LAMPET v. KENNEDY—Chitty, J., 10th December 
and 24rd January. 


Vowuntany Serriement—Oxeerur aux Tuver Deap uevone Serriemet 
a iro Ovgnation—Faituns oy Girr—Restovany Trusr—Resvisne 
Tver. 

In 1440 Mies BZ, M, Tilt, being contingently entitled in expectancy # 
one of the next of kin of # lunatic oe possible share in his person 
estate, voluntarily assigned her expectancy to trustees, upon trust to pay 
the income to her father Dr. KH. J, 'Tilt tor his life, and after his death 
various trusts as to various capital sums, includ{ng the following—W% + 
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«As to £500, further part thereof in trust for the Rev. John Ignatius 
, of Lanherne vent, St. Columb, Cornwall, aforesaid.’’ Then 
a trust of the resid pone a rege and others. Dr. E. J. Tilt 
the Rev. John Ignatius Kennedy both predeceased the lunatic, who 
in 1894 capes and a ——, The administrator = the deceased 
junatic having applied to Miss Tilt for directions as to payment of 
of her share, she wrote a letter, dated the 30th of April, 1895, 
oe or transfer such share to the trustees, whose re- 
ceipts be sufficient discharge for the same,’’ and acting on that 
etter, the administrator transferred £5,814 17s. 7d. New Consols, part of 
the said share, to the trustees on the 17th of May, 1895. This amount was 
more than enough to satisfy all the trusts other than the residuary trust. 
ions having arisen as to who were the persons entitled to the sum of 
£500 given in trust for the Rev. John Ignatius Kennedy, this summons 
was 


il 


a 


out to determine the point. It was admitted, in accordance with 
Meck v. Kettlewell (1 H. 464, 1 Ph. 342), Re Parsons, Stockley v. Parsons 
(38 W. R. 712, 45 Ch. D. 51), and other authorities, that the voluntary 
assignment of 1880 was inoperative on a mere expectancy, and that there 
was no effectual assignment till 1895. The plaintiff, who was appointed to 
nt all the residuary beneficiaries, contended that the fund fell into 
residue. A trust for a dead man was simply void, and as the setilor 
knew of the death in 1895, she must have intended to increase her residue 
by $500, so that Page v. Leapingwell (18 Ves. 463) did not apply. The 
person entitled to take out representation to the Rev. John ius Ken- 
claimed it as part of his estate, contending that the confirmation 
related back to the date of the settlement. The settlor claimed it by way 
of resulting trust, relying on Re Corbishley’s Trusts (28 W. R. 536, 14 Ch. 
D. $46, 848). 

Currty, J., said it was rightly admitted that the deed of 1880, being 
yoluntary, was wholly inoperative on the fund in question, which was then 
a mere expectancy, and also that the letter of confirmation was revocable 
as to the amount not paid over. The first question was, whether the repre- 
sentative of the Rev. John Ignatius Kennedy, who died before the lunatic 
and before the settlement came into operation, could claim by virtue of 
the letter of confirmation and the t er. It was rightly argued that a 
person dead at the date of a deed could not take under it. Mr. Jarman, 
who was a great lawyer, spoke of the ambulatory nature of wills ‘‘ which, 
not. taking effect until the death of the testator, can communicate no 
benefit to persons who previously die; in like manner as a- deed cannot 

tein favour of those who are dead at the time of its execution ”’ 

(Il Jar. 307, 5th ed.) ; and Hall, V.C., a lawyer of considerable experience, 
ome f in regard to all questions relating to deeds, and likewise 
ving had a large experience in conveyancing, decided Re Corbishley’s 


Trusts on that very ground. So far from his statement being only a | plain 


dictum, it was the very ground of his decision. As to the dearth of other 
authorities, no one had ever been bold enough to rdise the point. 
There was not a word of authority to the contrary presented 
to the court. Hall, V.C., treated the case in this way. A man 
was presumed to be alive at the date of a deed in which 
he was named. Contrary to the rule in the case of a will, the 
onus in the case of a deed was thrown on the persons who asserted “‘ that 
the cestui que trust, though named in the instrument, was in fact dead at 
the date of it, so that the trust failed altogether and there was a resulting 
trust for the settlor.’’ As against the claim of the residuary beneficiaries 
it was to be noticed that there was a residuary trust in Re Cordishley, and 
it was extremely unlikely that Hall, V.C., would have overlooked any con- 
ceivable or possible claim on the part of the residuary beneficiaries. Miss 
Tilt had expressed no intention on the point one way or another. It was 
impossible to argue that the confirmation of 1895 had any re tive 
effect, All Miss Tilt had done had been in effect to set up that deed so 
far as related to the trusts subsisting or capable of taking effect when the 
money was paid over as if the deed had been executed at that time. That 
fot rid of the claim of the personal representative. As to the residuary 

ciaries, the fund here being a definite trust fund Page v. Leapi ui 

ed, and the gift of the residue was not a gift of all that failed but 
only a gift of an aliquot portion. It was suggested that the letter of 
confirmation intended to increase the residue, but there was not a word to 
that effect in the letter, which in no way amounted toa disclaimer of the 
whole fund. The settlor was therefore entitled to the £500 by way of 
resulting trust.—Oounser, Frank Russell; Rashleigh; Champernowne, 
Souciror, Godfrey H. Pownall. 


(Reported by G. Rowranp Atston, Barrister-at-at-Law. } 


Re RICHARDSON, MORGAN v. RICHARDSON—North, J., 29th January. 
Leaacy—APpPROPRIATION—TiMBE OF. 


The testator by his will left two-fifths of his estate to his sons 
absolutely, and the remaining three-fifths were settled upon his daughters 
for life, with remainder to their children. The testator held a 
number of shares in the City of London Brewery Co, His will directed 
that one-half of the share of his daughters should be invested in Consols or 
bank annuities, ‘‘ the other half may remain as at present invested in the 
City of London Brewery Oo., either in shares or stock.” It became 
necessary to convert a considerable amount of City of London Brewery Co. 
shares in consequence of this direction, One year after the testator’s 
death @ portion of the brewery shares was sold and the proceeds paid to one 
fon; the other son preferred to have City of London stock tranaferred to 
him, instead of having it sold. He took it at the market » bud 
~saptman L ty ole share, The stock had risen in value, and it 

conten tit was wrong to a late the son's 
and that an — amount ought hy ale caly the con's leans, 
tors, and that the ostate ought to be distributed on the same footing 
Mf such appropriation had boon made. 





been 
better for the executors to a similar appropriation to the daughters, 
they were not bound to do so.—Counsst, Macaskie, Begg. Sowicrrors, 
Weston & Sons ; Twisden § Co. 
| Reported by G. B. Hauiurox, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re CAREW, CAREW v. CAREW —Stirling, J., 15th January. 
**Lecat Drsapmrry.” 


George Carew, a solicitor in London, made his will, dated the 11th of 
January, 1886, and thereby, after giving his ific and a 
pecuniary legacy, proceeded: ‘‘ And as to all 
and property of every description, I give the income arising therefrom to 
my said wife for her life, and ~~ thereto I gi 
thereof to my granddaughter Jessie 
executors during her minority to apply fer her education or otherwise 
the income arising therefrom, and any surplus income to be during her 
minority accumulated for her benefit, and as to the other equal moiety 
thereof, and in case of the death underage 
as to the entirety of my said worldly estate ogg oe My 
same, subject as aforesaid, to my son Henry George ; he 
should predecease either my said wife or me, or in case of his being at 
the time of the death of the survivor of my said wife and me under any 
legal disability in consequence whereof he could be hindered in or 

revented from taking the same for his own personal and exclusive 

nefit, I give the same, subject as aforesaid, unto his widow or wife and 
children (other than the said Jessie Carew) living at the death of the 
survivor of my said wife and me, to be made over to them respectively on 
their respectively ining twenty-one, the income arising from the 
shares of such children to in the meantime yg their benefit, 
and I appoint my said wife and son executors.”’ the 
1886, the testator died, leaving a widow, and she and Henry George 
Carew proved thewill. On the 8th of August, 1892, the 
for the administration of the testator’s estate was given in this action. 
On the 29th of July, 1894, the chief clerk’s certificate was made, finding a 
sum of £5,188 16s. 10d. due from Henry George Carew. On the 30th of 
January, 1895, an order was made on further consideration whereby H. 
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without prejudice to any claims 
Carew to or in respect of the share or interest (if any) given 
George Carew by the will of the testator, that the interest (if 
to H. G. Carew under the testator’s 
testator’s estate the said £5,188 16s. 10d. 
named, attained twenty-one, and married Charles Theodore Weston. 
the 16th of March, 1895, Mrs. Carew, the widow of the testator, 
On the same day, and before the death of Mrs. Carew, a receiving 
and an order of adjudication in bankruptcy were, his own 
oa ication f M wastes, cur aeclines 
was made on the ap ion of Mrs. 
bankruptcy until after the 4th of April following, and on 
April a further order was made, whe 
judication of the 16th of March, and all subseq 
annulled on the ground that the receiving order and order of 
ought not to have been made. By deeds, dated the Mth 
the 2nd of June, 1893, H. G. Carew 
to Francis Dashwood to secure two sums of £600 and 
dated the 15th of March, 18S, H. G. Carew and 
mortgaged their respective interests under 
ar new o secure £100. 
1894 (which reci the claims made against H. G 
administration action), he assigned to a trustee all his interest 
will upon trust to a sum of £2,500 for the benefit of his 
children, and subject thereto upon trust for 
Carew tone his wife in f 
will. Under these circumstances a summons 
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perform a condition annexed to the feoffment, ‘‘some be by act of the 
» some by act in law.’’ The distinction has been repeatedly recog- 
Thus, in cases somewhat similar to the present, it has been held 

that a limitation for life, determinable on alienation by the tenant for life 
is not determined by alienation by act of the law: see Lear v. Leggatt (1 
R. & M. 690), Pyne v. Lockyer (12 Sim. 394), and Rochford v. Hackman (9 
Ha. 484); and I apprehend that a limitation for life, which on its true 
construction was made determinable by act of the law, would not be de- 
termined by a voluntary alienation. What I have to decide, therefore, 
appears to be whether the language of the testator, fairly construed, ex- 
tends to both classes of disability, or is to be confined to disability arising 
by act of law. The event on which the limitation in favour of Mrs. Carew 
and her children arises is that of Mr. Carew “‘ being” at a particular 
time “‘ under a legal disability ’’ involving certain consequences. Now a 
man is more appropriately said to be under a disability when that disa- 
bility is im: in invitum than when it arises from a voluntary act by 
which he disabled himself. Again, the words are under a legal 
- Some force ought to be given to the word legal, and it seems to 

me to indicate a disability imposed by law rather than one simply arising 
out of a voluntary act. A person who has assigned away a particular 
property is, no doubt, thenceforth prevented from taking the same for his 
personal and exclusive benefit, but Ido not think that he would, accord- 
to the ordinary use of language, be described as ‘‘ under a legal dis- 
ity ’’ in consequence whereof he is so powrenin’, though he might well 
be described as having so disabled himself. In my judgment, therefore, 
the di contemplated by the testator was not one arising simply 
from the voluntary act of Mr. Carew, but one imposed by act of the law. 
I have then to consider whether H. G. Carew was at the death of the 
testator’s widow under such a disability. At that time he was bankrupt, 
and certainly appears to me to be a disability imposed by law. 
The adjudication, however, was obtained on H. G. Carew’s own applica- 
tion when his mother was in extremis ; it was annulled within three weeks 
afterwards, and that on the ground that it never ought to have been made. 
I am unable to treat this as a valid and effectual bankruptcy. The order 
of April, 1895, expressly states the ground assigned by the court itself for 
In conclusion, however, apart from this, I should be of 
opinion that the facts shew it to be a mere contrivance on the part of the 
probably resorted to in order to procure a benefit for his wife 

and chi I think, therefore, that at the death of his mother H. G. 
Carew was not under any real disability arising out of bankruptcy. It is 
further said that the large sum of £5,188 16s. 10d. has been found due 
defendart Henry George Carew, and has, by the order on further 
consideration, been charged on the interest of H. G. Carew under his 
father’s will. If an ordinary creditor of H.G. Carew had recovered judg- 
ment against him and then obtained an order for payment out of his 
beneficial interest under his father’s will, I should have thought that there 
was much force in the contention that H. G. Carew had come under a 
legal disability in consequence of which he would be hindered in or pre- 
vented from taking such interest for his own personal and exclusive 
benefit. In the present case the defendant H. G. Carew was an executor 
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of the will, and he has received assets of the testator to the amount men- 
tioned, for which he is unable to account. Under these circumstances the 


court treats him as having taken the sum which came to his hands in 
of beneficial interest, and the true meaning and effect of the 
on further consideration is simply to preclude him from receiving 
y further part of the trust property for his own benefit until the other 
trust has received as much as himself. This view of the position 
to me to be laid down by Lord Romilly, M.R., in Irby v. Irby (No. 
2 Beav. 632, see pp. 637, 638), and by Sir George Jessel, M.R., in 
v. Rylance (17 Eq. 341). The disability which has thus arisen on 
part of H. G. Carew is ore, in my opinion, one which has arisen 
his own voluntary act, and is not one im by the act of the law. 
In my judgment, therefore, the event on which the limitation arises in 
of nn Sauk ae Gaaeen bes net cosnened, but walen of 

as to priorities of the persons claiming under Henry 
Carew, I cannot now decide who are entitled to so much of the 
may be coming to him.—Covnszt, (. E. Bovill ; Hastings, Q.C., 
a Vins ; Henry Fellows ; Grosvenor Woods, Q.C., and Philpotts ; 
Ribton ; Elgud ; W.C. Fooks. Soxscrrons, Routh, Stacey, & Castle; Bush 
Meller ; EB. Vernor Miles ; Mear & Fowler ; Rye & Eyre ; Elgood and Moyle ; 
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| Reported by Azruve Morrox, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BEG. ¢. ARMSTRONG, Ez parte DUPFY—24th January. 


Lacexsrxa Acts —Amwvat Gowers Licexsrxo Mertixc — Apsovrnnxep 
Maermc—Norice oy Arriucatios—Time—Wiee axy Bernnover Act, 
1804, 8. T—Lacessxe Act, 1872, ». 40—9 Geo. 4, c. 61, «. 1. 


Tn this case the justices of the east division of Castle Ward, in the 
. of a ase a — me against a rule nisi for a mandamus 
2 carnment general annual licensing meetin 

for the sid division, and to proceed to hear eat detemning on ok ication 
for an on-en4-off wine and beer licence. On the 24rd of July, 1895, 
Jemes Duffy gave notice of his intention to apply at the general annual 
Meensing meeting to be keld on the Uth of Angust, 1495, for a fall 


nee ne tor 50 en-ent-oft wine and beer Yaense in s of cer- 
a mecting on 20h of August the for 
“ licence was made and refused. No ication was made in 


respect of the secomd licence referred to in applicant’s notice, but at 








the adjourned licensing’ meeting held on the 30th of September the appli. 
cant, having given no fresh notice, applied for the wine and beer licenes; 

The justices held that they had no power to hear the application, and that 

it must be taken to have been abandoned, In shewing cause against the 

rule it was contended that the notice of application having been given for 

the 26th of August, and no application having been then made, a fresh 

notice ought to have been given for the 30th of Sep‘ember, otherwise any. 

one who been present on the first occasion with the object of opposing 
the application would have no means of knowing that the application had 

not been abandoned. In support of the rule it was argued that a notice 
for the first day of the sessions was good for the adjourned sessions: Reg, 

v. Pounall (1893, 2 Q. B. 158) and Reg. v. Justices of Anglesey (1892, 1 

Q. B. 850). 

Tue Court (Hawxrns and Lawrance, JJ.), having taken time to consider 
their judgment, made the rule absolute. 

Hawexrns, J., said that the applicant had given notice of bis intention to 
apply for two licences. The only one which it was now necessary to consider 
was the second, an application for a licence for the sale of wine and beer. 
With regard to that an important question would arise which would be for 
the justices to consider, namely, whether the justices had power to grant 
an excise licence such as that, or whether their power was not limited to 
granting the applicant a certificate to hold such a licence. It that wasa 
defect in the notice, it would not be cured by the granting of the mandamus 
asked for. On the main question which arose in the case he was of 
opinion that the notice given for the first day of the general annual 
licensing meeting held good for an application made at an adjournment of 
that meeting. He did not think that there was anything in the suggestion 
that the intention to make the second application had been abandoned. 
His lordship then considered the various provisions applicable to the 
question, which were the following: The Wine and Beerhouse Act, 1869, 
ss. 4, 5, 7, and 8, 9 Geo. 4, c. 61, s. 1, and the Licensing Act, 1872, s. 40. 
Having regard to these provisions, he had no doubt that the justices had 
power to deal with the oe either: on the first day or at the 
adjourned meeting. He adhered to what he had said in Reg. v. The Jus- 
tices of Anglesey (65 L. J. M. C. 12) that the general annual licensing 
meeting continued for all purposes of granting or refusing licences from 
the moment of its commencement until the last moment of the adjourned 
meeting or meetings as if they formed one single day. The imandamus 
would therefore go to the justices to hear this application, subject to their 
opinion as to the validity of the notice. 

LawRanceg, J., concurred.—Counsgi, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and Lowen- 
thal ; Strachan. Soutcrrors, Maples, Teesdale, § Co., for Liztch, Dodd, Bram- 
well, & Bell, North Shields; J. FZ. ¢ H. Scott, for Daglish § Muicaster, 
Newcastle . 

{Reported by F. O. Rosryson, Barrister-at-Law, | 


REG. v. THE MAYOR, ALDERMEN, AND BURGESSES OF 
PLYMOUTH—21st January. 


Fisuertes ComMITTEE—EXPENSES OF—APPOINTMENT OF FisHERY OFFICER~ 
** Restrictions on Oonprrions as TO ExPENDITURE’’—FisHertes Act, 
1888 (51 & 52 Vier. c. 54), ss. 6 (1) ann 10. 


This was a rule nisi directed against the Borough of Plymouth, calling 
on them to shew cause why a writ of mandamus should not issue, com- 
manding them to pay out of the borough fund to the treacurer of the 
Committee of the Toons Sea Fisheries District the sum of £112 10s., being 
the part payable by the borough of the expenses of the committee. The 
borough now shewed cause. With regard to £58 of the sum claimed they 
did not dispute their liability to pay. But the remainder consisted of 
es or to be expended, in connection with the appointment 
of a inspector, and they denied liability in respect of it. Under 
the Fisheries Act, 1888, the Board of Trade had power to create a sea 
fisheries district and to constitute a committee for the regulation of tho 
sea fisheries carried on within the district. The committee was to be a 
committee of the county councils and borough councils interested, with 
the addition of members represen the fishing interests of the district. 
A committee so constituted was to have power to make bye-laws; and, 
by section 6 (1), subject to any restrictions or conditions as to expenditure 
made by a council or councils by whom the committee was appointed, to 
appoint such fishery officers as they might deem expedien' for the purpose 
of enforcing the observance within their district of the bye-laws made by 
the committee. Section 10 provides that ‘‘the expenses of a | 
fisheries committee, so far as payable by a county council, shall, accordin 
os Ss popes by the order providing for the constitution of the loc 

committee, be general or special expenses within the meaning of 
the Local Government Act, 1888, and, if special expenses, shall be 
charged in manner directed by the order, and the expenses of the com- 
mittee, so far as payable by the council of a borough, shall be paid out of 
the borough rate or borough fund.’’ The Devon Sea Fisheries District 
was created by an order of the Board of Trade in 1892. The committee 
included the Borough of Plymouth, who appointed five members and 
contributed ke cag ey arte of the expenses of the committee out of 
the borough fund. The inspector was appointed in 1894, and subse- 
quently the Borough Council objected to the appointment. They now 
contended that they were not liable to contribute to the expenses of the 
sppointment, since it was not made with their approval. ‘They also con- 
tended that they were not liable, on the quel that the expenses were 
- estimated + ae 
ne Covrr (Hawkins and Vavonan Wuasams, JJ.) made the rule 
absolute for a mandamus, 

Vavouan Wuasams, J., who delivered the judgment of the court, said 
that, in his opinion, the borough were liable to contribute towards the ex- 
penses of the appointment of the inspector, The expenses of tho com- 
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mittee were provided for by section 10 of the Fisheries Act. It was agreed 
witness expenses Were general expenses. That being so, apart from the 
provisions of the section which governed the appointment of ¥ 
they were payable, under section 81 (6) of the Local Government Act, 
1988, by the council or councils by whom the members of the committee 
were appointed. There was no provision for any veto by a council either 
in the Act on in the order of the Board of Trade. The borough could have 
imposed restrictions or conditions Ly the committee in respect of an 

tment under section 6 before the appointment was actually made. 
But the committee were not bound by any conditions or restrictions 
except such as were in existence at the time of the appointment. There 
having been no restrictions or conditions in existence at the time, the 
appointment in this case was a valid ee and the borough were 
bound to contribute to the expenses of it. With regard to other years, 
the appointment would be made subject to such restrictions as the borough 
chose to impose. No hardship on the borough was involved in 5 
pecause the order gave a council power to call on the committee to furnish 
an estimate of their expenses. That would inform the council of what 
was proposed to be done, and they would then have the right to impose 
restrictions if they wished todo so. Their lordships had carefully con- 
sidered the other points raised, but this was the only one about which 
they had had any doubt.—Counsex, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and Bonsey ; 
Channell, Q.C., and Duke. Soxicrrors, Sharpe, Parker, ¢ Co., for J. H. 
Bilis, Plymouth ; Field, Roscoe, § Co., for H. Ford, Exeter. 

(Reported by C. G. Witsnanam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SIMPSON v. EARLAM—22nd January. 
County Cournt—New Triat—JvurispicTion To GRANT. 


Ap from an order of the judge of the Macclesfield County Court 
granting a new trial. The action was for damages in respect of injuries 
sustained in a collision of vehicles in a street. Evidence was heard on 
both sides, and judgment was given for the defendant. The plaintiff 
afterwards applied for a new trial on the ground as set forth in his 
affidavit that new evidence which had not been before the judge at the 
trial was forthcoming. He did not allege that the new evidence could 
not have been discovered before the trial by due diligence. The judge, 
without being requested by either party to do so, viewed the scene of the 
collision and granted a new trial, not upon the ground upon which the 

intiff based his application, but, apparently, on the ground that he 
at the trial taken a mistaken view of the effect of the plaintiff's 
evidence. It was argued on behalf of the defendant that the judge had 
no power to grant a new trial on any ground other than that upon which 
the plaintiff relied in his application, and that a statement that new 
evidence was forthcoming was insufficient, unless pens by an 
allegation that such evidence could not with due diligence have been pro- 
duced at the trial: Murtagh v. Barry (24 Q. B. D. 632), Shedden v. Patrick 
(L. R. 1 Sc. & D. at p. 545), Anderson v. Titmouse (36 L. T. 711), and How 
v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (1892, 1 Q. B. 391) were cited. 

Tue Court (Wricut and Kennepy, JJ.), allowed the appeal. 

Wricut, J.—I should be slow to say that cases may not arise in which 
acounty court judge may of himself ta new trial on the ground that 
he has made a mistake at the trial. The words of the Act (County Courts 
Act, 1888, s. 93) are very wide: ‘‘The judge shall also, in ev case 
whatever, have the power, if he shall think just, to order a new to be 
had upon such terms as he shall think reasonable.” I think he might 
exercise this power if, for instance, he had thought at the trial that the 
plaintiff had made out no case for the defendant to answer, and he after- 
wards saw that there was a case which required to be answered. But here 
the only ground on which a new trial was asked for is that new evidence 
is volunteered ; there is no reason to suppose that this evidence could not 
have been procured in time, or that it would be conclusive in favour of the 
plaintiff at a new trial. The judge seems to have ignored the ground 
on which the application was made, and to have granted a new trial sim 
because he was dissatisfied with his own decision at the former trial. 
think that to say he had power to order a new trial in that way would be 
inconsistent with the case of Murtagh v. Barry. 

Kennepy, J.—I agree that this appeal against the order for a new trial 
must succeed. I should be inclined to give a liberal construction to the 
power contained in section 93 of the Act in a case where the judge thinks 
that he has made a mistake, and I can conceive of cases in which a new 
trial can be granted on that ground. But here the only ground alleged 
is that there is some new evidence, and there is no allegation that it could 
not have been procured in time for the original trial. Appeal allowed. 
Leave to pa to the Court of Appeal granted.—Covunsai, R. M. Bray ; 
J. B. Bankes. Sotacrrons, Byrne ; Roweliffes. 


[Reported by T. R.C, Dru, Barrister-at-Law.] 


NORWICH UNION FIRE INSURANCE (CO. (Appellants) +. MAGEE, 
SURVEYOR OF TAXES (Respondent)—14th January. 


Revenue—Income Tax—Company witn Brancuss Asroap—Prortts 
Anisine on Accruine Not Ramrrrap ro Unrrap Kinepom, nut Invastap 
Asroap—5 & 6 Vicor. o, 35, 88. 100, Cases (1), (4), (5), 108—16 & 17 
Vier. c, $4, 6, 2, D. 

This was an appeal by the appellant com: tan assessment of 
£65,787 made upon them ie schedule yy year 1894, by the 
Commissioners for the General Purposes of the Income ‘Tax Acts for the 
af of Norwich. The —— facts set out in the case were as follow. 

@ appellants are an English com: registered under a il Ao 
42 Vict. o, 20, with their registered — office at Meretoh’ where 


Zealand, and elsewhere, the business details 
managers, and in some cases by local 


United Kingdom is conducted by the 
by and act under power of sexsay Sanat 

y in Norwich, and such managers 
fase policies without prior reference to the 
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interest, and an item of £12,841 for its 
amended by having (a) £5,502 


country, is together with other 
vested 


tended that even 


assessed un‘er the fifth case of the same 


received ab: neither 
cog Sie sees 


directors 
under the board of directors in Norwich, from whence the 
tions and instructions emanated. The business carried 


profi 
New Zealand branches a sought to ha 


ucted 
as being dividends upon various foreign securities payable 
ifically remitted to or received by the appellants in the 


specifi 

dom ; (6) £12,841 deducted as the some 
forei "branches, and. not i renlied to or yd 
ap) ts in the Uni Kingdom. . represents 
profits made abroad, and, instead of being specifically remitted 


vat th ioe 
in American securities ; but the amount at the 


, 
the a ts (a the dividends upon the 
ppellants (a) 
therefore the assessment should be restricted to the full amount 
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judgment of the House of Lords in the case of Colguhoun 
W. 2 me Se Se 493). For the surveyor of taxes 

the dividends on the foreign 
assessed under the fourth case, the dividends, if 
had been constructively reeeived in this cou % 
other hand contended that as to the £12,841 profits 
York and New Zealand branches, being foreign 


had not been remitted or received in Great B 


of which are conducted 
appointed 


ili 
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nine 
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the power to accept 
case of the agencies in England cover notes only are given, 


directors in the head office determine whether to accept or decline risks 
The annual income of the ts is derived from premiums, interest, 
or investments, fees, and on sales earned at the head and branch 
offices, the whole being t into one account and set of books kept 
and entered up at the head as set forth in the annual balance-sheets 
which are issued by the head office alone. The assessment of £65,787 was 


based on the ap ts’ own return, and included profits and losses made 
at all the branches. This sum included an item 
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never remitted i 

there, the mere fact that it in the balance-sheet as a trade asset 
did not make the company liable to pay income tax in it in 
this country. These were not trade “ profits” within the meaning of the 
Act. They were investments in foreign securities, and the increment 
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{Reported by Basxixs Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.) 





the affairs of the company are directed, managed, and controlled. y 
have » number of branch offices in England, Amorica, Australia, New 


respondents were 





YATES +. HIGGINS—25th January. 
QCranonar Law—Cavrnry ro Anmats—Domasrre Anmat—Tame Saaeris 
Orumury ro Antats Acts, 1849, as. 1, 29; 1854, 8, 3 


This for the of 9 
T wes 0 epecial sass Onted Wy neon county of Derby. The 


for that they did cruelly ill- 
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treat and abuse a certain animal, to wit, a tame seagull. It was proved 
that the seagull had been the of Anne Simpson for three years, 
and was tame ; that it was kept in a field adjoining her residence. One 
of its wings had been pinioned, and it was unable to fly, but it could get 
out of the field by going down the river running through it. The seagull 
would go to its owner on being called and feed from her hand, and she 
i hotographer. It 
was found as a fact that the respondents had cruelly ill-treated the bird, 
but the justices held that the facts did not prove the seagull to bea 
domestic animal within 12 & 13 Vict. c. 92, and 17 & 18 Vict. c. 60, s. 3. 
The information was therefore dismissed, subject to this case, the question 
for the court being whether the justices were right in so holding. 

Tue Court (VavcHan Wiiiams and Waicxt, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Vavenan Wriiams, J., said that the decision of the justices was right. 
One might wish the law to be different, but the court had no right to 
extend the ambit of the statute. It was not sufficient to prove that an 
animal which was usually wild had been made tame. The only fact in 
this case besides mere tameness was that the owner of the » who 
was a photographer, used the bird in her business. That did not alter its 
character in the slightest degree. In Colam v. Paget (12 Q. B. D. 66), 
which had been relied on for the appellant, certain linnets had been 
trained so as to be used for the purposes of a decoy. They therefore came 
within the definition of Cave, J.,in Harper v. Marcks (1894, 2 Q. B. 319), 
where he says: ‘‘I am of opinion that the words of the enactments in 
question are intended to comprise all such animals as have been tamed to 
serve some useful purpose for mankind.’’ In the present case he did not 
think that it was possible to hold that this animal was sufficiently tame to 
serve a useful purpose for mankind. 

Wruicut, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covunsz., Colam. Souicrror, 
S. G. Pothill. 

[Reported by F. 0. Rosiysoy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re GEORGE ARMSTRONG & SONS—Stirling, J., 25th January. 


Soxtcrror anp Ciient—Costs—Common Ornper ror TAXATION ON BEHALF OF 
Curent or Unsounp Mixp—Nown-piscitostre or Mareriat Factrs—Costs 
AGarnst THE Souictror By wHom Orper OBTAINED. 


This case raised the question whether a solicitor was liable to pay per- 
sonally the costs occasioned by his having obtained an order for the 
delivery and taxation of a bill of costs under the following circumstances. 
Prior to the year 1895 Messrs. G. Armstrong & Sons had acted as solicitors 
fora Miss W. On the 4th of March, 1895, a summons in lunacy was pre- 
sented by a nephew of Miss W. asking for the appointment of a receiver 
of Miss W.’s estate and for the application of her income for her main- 
tenance. That summons was on the 15th of March, 1895, served on Miss 
W., and she thereupon, on the 16th of March, retained W., another 
solicitor, to act for her and oppose thatsummons. In consequence of such 
opposition the summons was abandoned, and on the Ist of April a petition 
was presented in lunacy asking for an inquiry into Miss W.’s state of 
mind. This petition was served on Miss W. on the 3rd of April. On the 
8th of April W., on Miss W.’s behalf, obtained ez parte against Messrs. 
Armstrong & Sons an order of course for the delivery and taxation of Messrs. 
Armstrong & Sons bill of costs. On the 23rd of April the present notice 
motion to discharge that order was given by Messrs. Armstrong & Sons 
On the 24th of April an order for an inquisition was made upon the 
petition, and upon the 11th of June Miss W. was found to be of unsound 
mind andi le of managing her affairs, but capable of taking care of 
her person. notice of motion was subsequently amended by making 
the committee of the estate of Miss W. a respondent, but he did not 
— upon the hearing. By the notice of motion as amended it was 

that the order of the 8th of April might be discharged, on the 

that it had been obtained by the suppression of the fact that Miss 
3 then of unsound mind and incompetent to employ or instruct a 
solicitor, and also of the fact that the petition for an inquisition was to 
the knowledge of W. then ing, and it further asked that W. might be 
ordered personally to pay the costs thereby occasioned as between solicitor 
client. From the evidence it that W. first became acquainted 

ith Mies W. on the 16th of March, 1395, and that, though she seemed to 
eccentric, she then gave him clear instructions, and that it was not until 
3ed of April that he became aware that she was subject to hallucina- 

Srreuixc, J., said that the discharge of the order was a matter of course, 
owing to the fact of Mies W. being of unsound mind and there being no 

i The only question before the court was whether W. was 
——_ liable to pay the coste. It could not be disputed that the court 
jurisdiction to him to pay them, but it was a jurisdiction not 

to be exercised lightly. The question was whether or no W. had been 
guilty of misconduct in obtaining the order «x parte without 
pn gy his client wae alleged to be of unsound mind and that a 
Innacy wae pending against her. If on the evidence his lord- 

Pm come to the conclusion that W. knew on the 8th of April that 
W. was of unsound mind, then he would have said that W. had been 
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guilty of such miscondoct; but he could not come to that conclusion. 
W. knew that she was subject to hallucinations, it did not there- 
fore that he knew she was of her affairs. His 


incapable 
lordship then referred to Hartley v. Gilbert (1% 
that Shadwell, V.C., used the 


ri 


was 





Iumacy ” ina sense, and all that that case 
where a asda fe honey is pending, the court in Junac 
tase, Hay prxeedings against the lunatic. 
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will, in a 
His lordship said that | 
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he expressed no eine as to whether it would not have been better that 
W. should have osed that the petition was pending ; but, even if that 
was anything more than a mistake, it was not such misconduct as to make 
him liable for the costs. His lordship saw no reason for thinking that the 
proceedings in question were taken otherwise than in good faith and ip 
the interest of the client. The order to tax would be discharged, and the 
costs would be paid out of the lunatic’s estate.—Counse, Buckley, Q.0,, 
and Fellowes ; Hastings, Q.0., and Gatey. Soricrrors, King, Wigg, § 0o.; 
J. E. § H. Scott. 

[Reported by W. Scorr Txuompson, Barrister-at-Law.] 





SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS, 
25th January.—THomas Witmor (Sheffield). 


SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED FOR A YEAR, 


25th January.—Tuomas Burrgn Davis (18, Adam-street, Adelphi, 
London). 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Monday, January 20.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair. Mr. 0, 
Herbert Smith moved: ‘‘ That in the opinion of this house the present 
Government is no longer entitled to the confidence of the country.’”’ Mr, 
McMillan replied, and speeches were made by Messrs. Marcus, Callender, 
and Goodfellow, after which the motion was withdrawn. Monday, 
January 27.—Mr. S. E. Hubbard in the chair. Mr. C. W. Williams 
moved: ‘That it is expedient that the procedure adopted by the 
Commercial Court should be extended to the trial of ordinary actions.” 
Mr. J. S. Green opposed, and was followed by Messrs. C. Herbert Smith, 
A. M. Begg Williams, and Neville Tebbutt, and the motion was ultimately 
carried by one vote. 





LEEDS INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The present number of members of the society is 116, and 
of library subscribers, under rules 3 and 4, 9. 

Notices to Trustees.—Inquiry having been made by a member for the 
opinion of the committee whether, having regard to the decision in the 
case of the Saffron Walden Building Society v. Rayner (43 L. T. Rep., p. 3), 
solicitors are not justified in giving notices to trustees directly instead of 
through their solicitors, the committee replied that in their opinion 
solicitors are —— both by law and practice in giving notices to 
trustees directly. 

Government Solicitorships.—For many years past, and at least since 1877, 
the attention of the authorities has been called to the anomaly of appoint- 
ing barristers to the solicitorships of public departments. The bar have 
already the monopoly of all the great legal appointments, and of many 
minor ones which might be equally well filled by solicitors ; offices bearing 
the name and involving the auties of solicitors might well be reserved for 
the great body of practitioners who divide with the bar all the legal non- 
judicial business of the country. But representations to successive 
Governments for fair treatment in this respect never get beyond an 
official acknowledgment of the communication and an official promise 
that it shall be considered. The value of this promise may be measured 
by the fact that within the last year barristers have been appointed as 
Solicitors to the Treasury and to the Inland Revenue —posts to which 
solicitors are eminently eligible. The committee consider that the time 
has arrived when a strong and united effort should be made to remedy 
this anomaly. The thanks of the profession are due to Mr. Harvey Clifton, 
of London, for the efforts which he has made to direct attention to this 

ance. 

The Land Transfer Bill, 1895.—This Bill was re-introduced by the late 
Lord Chancellor, and the House of Lords in the shape which had 
been given it in the ion of 1894. It reached the Honse of Commons 
in the month of April last, and steps were immediately taken by the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society in conjunction with the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies, to bring their reasons against compulsory 
registration under the notice of members of the House. A conference was 
held in London on the 5th of April, 1895, and the necessary measures 
decided upon. In view of the probability that the county of York would 
be selected as the district in which the experiment of compulsory registra- 
tion should first be tried, your committee determined to invite all York- 
shire law societies to a meeting in the Leeds Law Institute on Thursday, 
the 2nd of May, to arrange for joint action. That meeting was held, and 
was attended by representatives of the Yorkshire, Wakefield, Hull, Halifax, 
Goole, South Dur and North Yorkshire, and Leeds Law Societies, 
together with a representative of the Ripon solicitors, and the course to be 
pursued was decided upon. Vi shortly afterwards, on the second 
reading of the Bill in the House of Commons, the Government decided, on 
the r tation of the Incorporated Law Society, to refer the Bill to 4 
Select Committee with power to take evidence. Mr. Arthur Middleton 
was invited by the committee to tender evidence before the Select Com- 
mittee, and he attended and gave evidence. A portion only of the evi- 
dence offered by the Incorporated Law in ition to the Bill 
was taken by Committee. The dissolution of Parliament stopped the 

TO” of the Committee, but the evidence taken was reported, 
Some & valuable addition to the facts already accumulated on this sub- 
ject. Mr, Bolton, a member of the Committee, most ably conducted the 
examination of the witnesses put forward by the Incorporated Law 
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Society, and to him as well as to Mr. Hunter, Mr. Lake, Mr. Middleton, 
and others who attended and gave evidence, the best thanks of the pro- 
fession are due. A general meeting of the members of the society was 
held, in view of the General Election, on the 11th of July last, at which a 
resolution was passed in favour of obtaining satisfactory assurances from 
candidates at the Parliamentary election of their intention to oppose the 
principle of compulsory registration of title to land. That resolution was 
communicated to the candidates for the city of Leeds and the adjoining 
divisions of Pudsey and Barkston Ash. The result was communicated to 
members in the hon. sec.’s letter of the 15th of July. 

Solicitor Mortgagees’ Legal Costs Act, 1895 (58 ¢ 59 Vict. c. 25).—The 
attention of members of the society is directed to this short but important 
Act, enabling a solicitor mortgagee to charge the costs of the mortgage to 
the mortgagor, and also to charge subsequent costs properly incurred as 
if he were not a party to the deed. The profession are indebted for this 
Bill to the Liverpool Law Society, by whom it was promoted, and by 
whose exertions it was successfully carried through Par! t. To Lord 
Macnaghten and Mr. Haldane, who had charge of the Bill in the two 
Hotses of Parliament, and to Mr. C. H. Morton, of Liverpool, and the 
committee of that society, the best thanks of the profession are due for 
this Act, which remedies an injustice of long standing. 





BOURNEMOUTH AND DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 

The third annual dinner of the members of this society took place at 
the Hotel Métropole, Bournemouth, on Tuesday, the 2Iist ult., under 
the presidency of James Druitt, junr., Esq., Town Clerk of Bournemouth. 
Covers were laid for thirty-three, and the guests included his Honour 
Judge Philbrick, Q.C., W. J. Disturnal, Esq. (Oxford Circuit), R. Druitt, 
Esq. (Registrar Bournemouth County Court), H. Salter Dickinson, Esq. 
(District Registrar), and Francis A. Johns, Esq. (Registrar Fordingbridge 
County Court). The members of the society and their friends — were 
JR. Eldridge, J. H. Tattersall, J. Ballard, W. E. Brennand, D. W. Preston, 
H. T. Trevanion, J. Wade, J. M. French, W. H. Druitt, C. J. Haydon, 
L. Rumsey, A. E. F. Francis, F. J. Evans Vaughan, T. Barton, T. 
Cooper, A. Druitt, E. H. Bone, J. A. Cocker, F. E. Willmot, A. H. Yeat- 
man, C. G. Trevanion, G. B. Aldridge, R. W. Meade, and A. H. Tre- 
vanion, Esqs. After the loyal toasts had been honoured, Mr. H. T. Tre- 
vanion, in proposing the toast of the guests, co: ted his Honour 
upon his recent appointment as judge of County Court Circuit No. 55. 
It gave, he said, to the members of the society very great pleasure to 
extend a cordial welcome to one who had acquired a high reputation at 
the bar, and who had been the distinguished leader of one of the principal 
circuits, on his coming to preside over the courts in which it would be 
alike their duty and privilege to appear. His Honour Judge Philbrick, 
in a felicitous speech, thanked the society, and said he trusted that the 
good feeling and kind relations which had existed between the judge and 
the members of the profession during the tenure of that office by the late 
— Hooper would be maintained and strengthened during his (the 

er’s) judgeship. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY 
IN THE YEAR 1895. 


Spectat Prizes Oren to ALL CANDIDATES. 


Scott Scholarship. 

Charles Arthur Buckley being, in the opinion of the Council, the 
candidate best acquainted with the Theory, Principles, and Practice of 
Law, they have awarded to him the Scholarship founded by Mr. John 
Scott, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Mr. Buckley served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel Learoyd, of Hudders- 
field, and obtained the Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn 
— Daniel Reardon Prize at the Honours Examination held in April, 

Oe 


Broderip Prize. 

Charles Arthur Buckley being first in order of merit, and having shewn 
himself best acquainted with the Law of Real Property and the tice 
of Conveyancing, passed a satisfactory examination, and attained honorary 
distinction, the Council have also awarded to him the Prize, consisting of 
& Gold Medal, founded by Mr. Francis Broderip, of Lincoln's Inn. 

Locat Prizzs. 
Timpron Martin Prise for Candidates from rang ma 

William Jackson, B.A., from among the candidates Liverpool, 
having passed the best examination, and attained honorary distinction, 
the Council have awarded to him the Prize, consisting of a Gold Medal, 
founded by Mr. Timpron Martin, of Li 1. 

Mr. Jackson served his clerkship with Soames. Batesons, Warr, & Wims- 
hurst, of mag and obtained a third class certificate at the Honours 
Examination held in June, 1895. 

_  dlthinson Prise for Candidates from Liv or Preston. 

William Jackson, B.A,, from among the candidates from Liverpool or 
ee, —— at himeelf best acquainted with the Law of Real 

roperty and the Practice of Conveyancing, otherwise passed a satisfactory 
examination, and attained honorary distinotion, the Council have also 
awarded to him the Prise, consisting of a Gold Medal, founded by Mr. 
Jobn Atkinson of Liverpool. 


“es Birmingham, Law Society's Gold Medal, 
The examiners reported that there wae no one qualitied to take this 





Birmingham Law Sovicty's Bronas Medal. 
Florance Anthony Bainbridge being in order’ of merit among the 
candidates who are articled to members of the Birmingham Law Society, 


held in April, 1895. 


Stephen Heelis Prize for Candidates from Manchester or Salford. 

Cyril Atkinson, from among the candidates from Manchester or Salford, 
having passed the best examination, and attained distinction, 
the Council have awarded to him the Prize, of a Gold Medal, 
founded in memory of the late Mr. Stephen Heelis, of . 

Mr. Atkinson served his clerkship with Messrs. Atkinson, Saunders, & 
Co., of enon, see See ee fourth in the first class at the 
Honours Examination, April, 1895. 


The Mellersh Prize. 

Cecil Vinall, from among candidates who have been articled in the 
counties of Surrey or Sussex, or who are the sons of solicitors who have 
resided or practised in either of those counties, having shewn himself best 
acquainted with the Law of Real and the Practice of Convey- 
ancing, the Council have awarded to the Prize founded by the late 
Mr. Robert Edmund Mellersh, of Godalming. 

Mr. Vinall served his clerkship with Mr. Isaac Vinall, of Lewes, and 
obtained a third class certificate at the Honours Examination held in 
November, 1895. 


CALLS TO THE BAR, 


The undermentioned gentlemen were on Tuesday : 

Lixco.n’s-1nn.— William Searle Holdsworth (Barstow Law Scholarship, 
1895, and Studentship C.L.E., Hilary Term, 1896), B.A., New College, 
Oxford ; Percy Tindal-Robertson, New Oxford; Abdullah Khan 
Bahadur Yusuf-Ali, B.A., LL.B., St. John’s ; Charles 
William Vickers, St. John’s Oxford ; 

Jamsetjee Rustomjee, St. John’s , Cambridge ; John 

vies, Lincoln College, Oxford; Bourne Webb, Oriel 
College, Oxford; Ch Haridas Vora, University of London; 
William Seton Smith, B.A., New College, Oxford. 

Inner Tempite.—Oscar Knocker Dibb, Cambridge ; Alfred Bonnin, B.A., 
Oxford; Patrick Francis Hunter, B.A., Oxford; Henry Eugene Walter 
Grant ; Thomas Isherwood, M.A., LL.D., Dublin; Alfred John Callaghan, 
LL.D., Dublin; Ramras Ghanasham Nadkarni, Bombay ; Syed Qumrul 
Huda, Cambridge; Philip Lindsay Buckland, B.A., Oxford; Arthur 
Frederick Clarence Weber, Oxford; Walter William Cambier, B.A., 
LL.B., Cambridge; Bruce Lyttelton Richmond, B.A., Oxford; Gerald 
Edwin Hamilton Barrett-Hamilton, B.A., Cambridge; George Richard 
Lane-Fox, B.A., Oxford; John Arthur Freeman, B.A., Cambridge ; and 


David Henry Crompton. 

Mippts Temris.—Arthur §' Quick, Certificate of Honour, Council 
of Legal Education ; John Cam London University, Certificate of 
Honour, Council of prizeman; Mow- 
bray — Rorke ; Shah Mi . Haes 
Martin, B.A., 


Lincoln College, Oxford ; Harold William LL.B., 
London University, Honours in J Roman Law ; i 
Carville Jose ; Gilchrist Gibb Alexander, M.A., inton 
Fellow of G w University; Arthur Rickett, B.A., LL.B., Honours 
Christ’s ; Halford Wotton Hewitt, B.A., i 


College, Cambridge ; Cambridge 
University; Arthur a srg Bowen, B.A., Durham University; 
Jehangir Rustomjee V: ia, Bombay University; Thomas Joseph 
8 , B.A., LL.B., Trinity Hall, idge; Ah-Doe; Ernest 
Arthur Powell, B.A., Trinity Hall, Cambridge ; 
Christopher Clarke Hutchinson, Justice of the Peace, county of Essex ; 
Howard Villiers Smith ; Chaw-Hla ; Herbert Boshof 
Gray’s-tnn. — Alexander Henry, Sant Ram, Ali Mohomed Khan 
worth tad Glapham Union), Sehanghix Pestonji (member of the 
ani ’ 
University of Bombay), and Evelyn Edward Lowther Fawcett. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
ORDER OF COURT. 


Wednesday, the 22nd of January, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron » Lerd High Chancellor of 
Great Britain, do hereby order that the mentioned in the schedule 
nap shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan 
illiams. 


Scuspuns. 
Mr. Justice Nonra (1896—M.—No. 56). 

In the matter of The Mersey Rubber Co. (Limited). Between John Dun 
and another (plaintiff), and the Mersey Rubber Co, (Limited) and others 
(defendants). Harsevay, C. 

ORDER OF COURT. 
Monday, the 27th day of January, 1896. 


I, inge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord of Great 
Britain do Rorehy a een wexitionl th tan ohabils banehe 


shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justioe Vaughan 
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ScHEpvze. BAI 
Mr. Justice Strate (1895—S.—No. 2,320). COURT PAPERS. tor 
— Sir John yy A mayen’ of yee) — all pl fae a Re SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
first mortgage de res, and on of himself an other eaiaas jsawortH, 5 
the holders of the second mortgage debentures of the Currie Schools aadtad cine ea eg “age eg Nottinghai 
Limited, plaintiff), and the Currie Schools Limited (defendant). Date. aoe OS ~aee 
i Harspury, C. | pronday, Feb. ...ccscssssesees 3 Mr. Pugh Mr. Leach Mr. Clowes me 
Tuesda: anne © — wv Jackson separ 
eg! Leac! Clowes 
LEGAL NEWS. Beal, Godfrey Jaca fi Pe Deo 23 
OBITUARY. Beal Godfrey Jackson . i at 
The death is announced of Mr. Gzorce Wasutneron Heywoop, late Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice cummoe 
County Court Judge for Manchester and Salford, after a long illness. Grmmtina. Easswoon. Rouen, jo 2 
Monday, Feb. ......0s008..+0+ 3 Mr. Lavie Mr. Farmer Mr. Pembertes Cgrarens, JOE 
APPOINTMENTS. | ae Cercceseres ars nm dll wes oe 
Mr. H. Trxpat Arxryson has been elected a Bencher of the Honourable ci Rolt Ward opt Jan 20 
Society of the Middle Temple, in succession to the late Mr. Richard Searle. a a Femabe Ooms, Witt 
Mr. Heesert Parker Rezp, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of the Ouzxen, GEORG 
Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn. a —<——— Pet Jan Ly 
Mr. Jawes Muuuican has been elected Treasurer of the Honourable WakNING TO INTENDING House PURCHASERS AND LessEEs.—Before py. Dod Jan i 
Society of Gray’s-inn for the ensuing year, in succession to Mr. Edward chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly co oly ; 
Henry Power, whose term of office will expire on the 13th of April, 1896. | Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Brn) 9% gseanoe, 1 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guiness: Builder V 
GENERAL. country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Avvr.] as 
8 
It is stated that Mr. J. F. P. Rawlinson, barrister-at-law, is sailing this Se eT ERT BPRS WET Gapp, Mary A 
week for the Cape, on the instructions of the Treasury, to obtain evidence Pg ~ 
in connection with the prosecution of Dr. Jameson and the inquiry into WINDING UP NOTICES. dress’ 
the recent proceedings in the Transvaal. PRPS a lei Hung, Taomas, 
A don Gazette—Frivay, Jan. 24. 
Jan22 Or 
A mdent of the Zimes writes: ‘‘I understand that a Bill will be JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. Hace, SEBASTI 
introduced into Parliament at an early date next Session, for providing Lrurrep 1x CHaNcERY. Court Pet 
continuous law sittings in Manchester and Liverpool. In furtherance of | Damen Moror Syypicare, Luurep.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 2%,» — .~ 
this object I understand that a deputation from Lancashire will shortly | m4 their names and addresses and particulars of their debts or claims, to Mem ae Bens 
come up to London for the purpose of having an interview with a high i na Sh, SOR. Seangeee Seg, SS, Jan'21 Or 
legal ity.’ ae ADVERTISING _ Biti one Co yt Suaw & Taoer), Lear ee 
Messrs. Ede & Son, of 93 and 94, Chancery-lane, London, write as fol- uo ase soquases, om or before Massh 5, to cand thelr memes on esses, and WHE Juyes, San vEL 
lows : “‘ As we have had many inquiries from the country about mournin g; 0G. eon, aon — Mather, ©, King ot, Manchester. GOMER But J 
= + be glad - = = kindly — the following in your next issue Foarmours Hovss Co, Laureme.—Custitere ore sequired, = ox before March 7, to sal os 
guidance of the profession. Court mourning: county court judges | jyor.5s Reddin addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Wim yi, Tuomas 
. Red , 2, Jubilee ter, Southsea 4 
Queen’s , and recorders to appear in paramatta gown, mourning | guerrieip ieee Goes, ievar Society, Limrep (tn Votuntary Liquiparis, ae Or 
bands, and weepers on coat. itors are required, on or before Feb 1, to send their names and addresses, a ~~ Sue 
It is announced that the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster has edad teneck Shelia see to Mr. T. N. Marker, 193, AbbeyGh SED tgs, Asravs 
2 the assent of her Majesty to 3 minute restoring the duty of | Srzamsar “ Heasert” Co, Liurrep.—Creditors are required, on or before March 6,t Fet Jan 20 
selecting justices for the County Palatine to the Lord Lieutenant of the | send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Gea ae don 3 
county. The — of > — Fagg A = a = sclecting ae, 20, The Temple, Dale st, Liverpool. Hill & Co, Liverpool, solowit il ygowsy, Ws 
magistrates w: existed from 187 3, when Mr. Bryce, being | grorr Ferrizizer anv Ixsecricive Disraisvror Co, L » Ligurparios).—Crediie Proprietor 
Chancellor of the Duchy, deprived the Lord Lieutenant of the power he | - are required, on or before March 4, to send in their names and addresses, and thepo fm Sta You V 
had exercised, and vested it in the Chancellor. ticulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Ward, 3, Queen’s rd, Fulwood, nr Prestt HB yoiss Roses 
The . je . late Sutmay’s Froat anp Fine Go.p Recovery Srnpicare, Linrrep—Creditors are requint, Court Pet 
following appeal, signed by and present law officers of the on or before Feb. 26, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of theird@0 posiins, An 
Crown, has been addressed to the junior members of the barand the ; 0r,claims, to Mr. H.S. Baker, 60, Gracechurch st. Slaughter & May, Austininm Bimonton. 
students of the Inne of Court : ‘‘ We desire to appeal to the junior mem- | %!0F for the liquidator - - See Bowane 
bers of the bar and the students of the Inns of Court to support the Inns Landen Gastite.—“SURGY, CUB, 3. High Co 
of Court Rifle Volunteer Corps by joining and inducing their friends to JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. oy ye 
join ——. = pe waa —~ i af say ome ah kes been adopted . “ Lourep 1x CHANCERY. i a don 
2 i i i CTON AN v CenteaL Prin xp Pi Co, Luurep — Creditor a 
with the spproval of Lond Woleley, in no way relieves the members of | Ai? tutc Ta i iad tae meses ool Shane sa tie pel te W 
- We si } 4 - rps ughiy repre- their debts or claims, to John Blindell, 130, Regent st. Walter Adam Brown, solorie Poole Ord 
sentative. sincerely trust, y in the present tion of the liquidator Sura, Jane, Tr 
affairs, that as much support will be accorded toit in the future as in years Aaneanee Cevenaenes Oy kanrese tae a i Ps Leger age 25, dine 2 Jar 
gone by.” AR eg ee on 
At the Ruthin Assizes on Friday in last week, says the Times, John must reach the above-naimed not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of, Feb Tarkan, * oe 
ss . . ss . x , - . G " = =. ito oui ; ‘ore 
Lewis, solicitor, was indicted for that he, as a solicitor, having on the | MixAs™ Artoetric SoM Cor ara ai ib can OOM pes 
Williams vicar of Bt Mate —~ ° Pe aaa eh 5 — William Wing, 7, North Church st, Sheffield. Francis, Chancery lane, solr for rel 
Thomas : St. , Conna irec- quidator , 
tions in writing from him to apply the same to a | pape Devoxrort, Srers, sup Svonsnenss ys Scnoor, yon Gants, Lene Coa . mer High 
namely, invest the ezid sum on a mortgage—in violation of g faith required. , on or before Marc’ 10, to sen their names an resses, and the p swix, Henny 
. 2 2 ° of claims, ’ . C 
converted the said sum of money to his own use. From the evidence hg A nag wor seuss see CES see ave age b Warxer, Fm 
it appeared that the , who was in his eightieth year, | Fetssivce Sreansuiv Co, Linrren—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 21, directed Yarmouth 
was admitted 2 solicitor in 1838, had held the office of clerk to the| be heardonFeb5. Ince & Co, St Bene’t chmbrs, Fenchurch st, solors fof Wan, Jonars 
. of the B field Division of D bighshire for fifty-five aonpet me must reach the abovenamed not later than six o’clock in theal ] 
magistrates “ ~ : “ noon Wuus, Farpe 
years, and had during that time carried on the business of his profession | 1 E Co, Liurrep.—Petn for windi , presented Jan 22, directed @ 
at Wrexham. In December, 1893, the prisoner wrote to Mr. Williams and “hear on Feb 6. T. C. Summerhays, Hastcheap Plage, solor for petars. Lape? Voorn, dows 
told him that he hed a mortgage for £450 on good security, and wanted appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of] Liverpool | 
rmensy ot case to ow kc. En cemy re of tle Me; Wiliams | Set eT cabin ti Seta EE ike cat a ce 
™ ° . names resses, aD jculars of their debts and claims, Shar! notice 
en old friend of the prisoner, wrote to him and told him that although Grimwade, 38, C st 
he knew nothing, be trusted to the prisoner. A cheque for the amount FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. ys 
wae sent to the prisoner, who paid it into his banking account. A few | Rausvex Bexurir Society, Royal Oak Inn, Ramsden, Charlbury, Oxford, Jan #2 
days before this transaction an order of the High Court for the payment | Wivow axv Onrnase’ Foxy, Cover Paine ov rie Disrnicr, AOF Faienoiy Soe 
by the prisoner and his son, who was his partner, of a sum of £310 188. 10d. Three Horse Shoes Inn, High st, Madeley, Salop. Jan #3 ian 3 : 
wus Std Ss tne So She payment ot le sam under the cubes hed — BS. 
Z c om r. jams, { » AHOMAS 
On the Gay on which the cheque for £450 was paid into the prisc > Peter's Chur 
banking account he had Pony balance of £15 19». 64. He then drew a | CREDITORS’ NOTICES. «, ey 
a £310 146. 104. and paid off the order of the High Court. Mr. | UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. Baroy, Stern 
W. wrote to have the title deeds sent to him. | Last Day or Cram Bob 3 a 11 
Various excuses were made by the oer for not doing so. The second Lenton Gastite-Barbay, Jen. 13. fms, Despina 
instalment of interest being for some time, Mr. Williams wrote to | pasucx, Faxwy, Winchester st, Pimlico Feb 10 Hasluck v Leigh, Kekews Hl Gusta, Youu 
the person on whose property the mortgage was suppored to have been Lyde, Great 6t Helen's Reo, 35, Vic 
executed, and he repudiated it. The prisoner was found guilty, but Masssso, Wirsam paonss, Greenwich Feb 10 Manning v Manning, North, J Sam, Laon, i 
stromgiy re: to mercy on account of his age, and was TS ne vat 
- : , Wr«es, Wussam, Birmingham, Architect Féb 24 Mallard vy Wykes, North,J ® 
sentence’ to twelve months’ imprisonment, with Ra» madly Birmingham 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Jan. 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
sae, Bower le oo Tobacconist 





Jan 21 Ord J 
BAKER, aes, Pek Shields, *Nerthumbrid, Iron- 
founder Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 22 Ord 


22 
oan SrerpHeN, Shanklin, 


: LT Carriage Proprietor 
Pet Jan 22 Ora J 


Boa Dec 28 Ord Jan 2 


porrouLEY, CHARLES win, Middlesborough, Yorks, 
Grocer ” Stockton on Tees Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Cuauprox, ALEXANDER James, New Zealand avenue, 
Barbican, Importer High Court Pet Dec 28 Ord 


21 : 
eae. Jouy, Bn, Shipping Agent Liverpool 


Pet Jan6 Ord 

Couss, Leon, Southampton, Auctioneer Southampton 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Gowns, Witt1am Jouy, St Leonards on Sea, Licensed 
Victualler Hastings Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

(vexez, Georce, Frome, Somerset, Brass Founder Frome 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Dows, Henny, Bristol, Cab Proprietor Bristol Pet Jan 20 

‘an 20 

io See THOMAS, wey Saddler Stockton on 
Tees Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 

Bowaros, Henry James, Thornton Heath, Surrey, 
Builder Wandsworth Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 

Bocert, Epwarp, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Coal Merchant 

sLynn Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 21 

Gap, ee Ann, Aston-juxta-Birmingham Birmingham 
Pet Jan Jan 22 

GaecorY, (AB ety Mountgrove rd, eas, Laun- 
dress High Court Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 2 

Kiss, Tzouas, J —_ bourne, Greengrocer a Pet 
Jan22 O: 22 

Hecs, Sepast1an, Crabtree pee Fulham, Baker High 
Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 2: 

Herwoop, yp —— st, Russell sq High Court Pet 
Jan 22 

Hoowsy, Bexsamin, Borrowash, Derbyshire Derby Pet 
Jan21 Ord Jan 2 

Horcuixsoy, Ge. James, Worthing Brighton Pet 
Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Jauss, Sauvet, Gloucester, Commission Agent Glouces- 
ter Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 ” 

Jonsson, Mary, Sowerby A ee Yorks, Diaper Halifax 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Kia, Taomas, Penarth, Glam, Ironmonger Cardiff Pet 
Jan21 Ord Jan 21 

Lgacu, Extras, Pog ey) ~_ Glam, Coal Miner 
Aberdare Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 

Lovo, AnThUR CoLDWELL., Seaton, Down; Butcher Exeter 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 ‘ 

oo = aerial York, Confectioner York Pet Jan 21 

21 


MoGowax, Wittiam, Otley, Yorks, Refreshment Room 
ietor Leeds Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 
Moors, Jounn Witrrep, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 
Muuuae, Rosert, St Bene’t ipl, - cre, Agent High 
Court Pet Jan7 Ord J 
Pauurs, AnTHuR HeRsert, “West Green rd, Tottenham 
Edmonton Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 20 
Quox, Eowarp, Gt George st, Whstesianter, Civil Engineer 
Court Pet Jan 28 
Revsoups, AnrHUR Dovawas, Liverpool, Surgical Instru- 
ment Maker Liverpool Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 
or, com Joun, Dronfield, Derbys Derby Pet Jan 20 


Sazawoop, = Wallis Down, Dorsets, Builder 
Poole Ord Dec9 Pet Jan 20 

Sura, Janz, Tunbridge Wells Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan 
2 Ord Jan 22 

Suuivay, Henry, East Goze, Zot W, Pork Butcher New- 
port Pet Jan ‘20 Ord Jan 20 

Taruau, Henry Epwarp, and Geratp Hamitron TaToam 
Chestield, Hampton b= Teddington, Tokenhouse 
Udgs, Stock B _— h Court Pet Jan20 Ord 

fan 2 


Twaiveraers, Water Nosue, High rd, Balham, Engi- 
ner High Court Pet Jan 23 Urd Jan 23 
Uswix, Henry, Chesterton, Cambridge, Brick Manufac- 
turer mbridge Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
auxer, Hersert Antuur, Gt Yarmouth, Teacher Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 
Wasp, Junaraan, Burton Lazars, 
Leicester Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 
Wuus, sanpemos Coorger, Temple, Barrister at law 
Appeal Pet Jani6 Ord May 16 
‘went, AL Southport, Lancs, Commercial Traveller 
Liverpool Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the Lon- 
don Gazette of Jan. 17: 
Tarvoa, Wintiam Keatino, Manchester, Solicitor Man- 
Pot Jan 13 Ord Jan 13 


Leicester, Glazier 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Amgy, Joun Cuances, Otley, Yorks, Cattle Dealer Feb3 
at a Off Reo, 22, Park row, 
Austin, Tuomas, Nottiagham Jan a1 atil Off Reo, St 


‘s Churoh walk, Nottingham 
Memmero Faepeniox Govraian, ys at, Indian Mer- 
chant > 31 at 2.80 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey at 
Bastox, Strep nen, Shanklin, I | me Proprietor 
Peb3at 11 Uff Reo, Newport, | W 
bankruptcy bi Hatton grin, Jeweller Jan 31 at 12 
kruptey bidgs, Carey at 
ony, Liverpool, Team Owner Febd at le Of 
—— &, Victoria at, Liverpool 
Laon, Southampton, Auctioneer Feb 3 at 3.45 
Oif Reo, 4, Kast at, Southampton 





Covinetox, ALBERT Rotianstee, Fruiterer 
Feb 1 at 12.90 C Comty Oot ie orthampton 


10, Athenzeum ter, 
Exson, Witt1am Henry, Tamerton Folliott, Devonshire 
Carpenter Feb 4 at 11.30 10, Athenzeum trree, ~ 


, in @ 31 oi ‘of Eee Rec, rempls 

an 12 95, 
chmbrs, Temple avenue, EC 

Hapuey, Epwarp Baetueatox, Gorst rd, Wandsworth 
Co Jan 31 at 12 24, Railway 
ap London Bridge, SE 

Harry, Rosert, Dynas Powis, Glam, Farmer Feb 5 at 11 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Heprer, WALTER oe Plymouth, Baker Feb 4 at 12 

thenzeum trree, Pl th 


mou 
Giaarns, 


10, 
Hi11, "Jane, and ALEXANDER Cuavcrort, Redan Hill, 
Aldersh its Feb 3 at12 24, Railway 


m, Kent Feb7 at 9 
Off Ree, 
James, Jouy, Pontycymmer, aa Baker Feb 4 at 11 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
co, Rosenr, vet Ww IW, Fruiterer Feb 3 at 11.30 


Blouoeter, Commission Agent Feb 4 at 
5, King st, Gloucester 





73, Castle se, Conterbury 


J. m... Saxe “9 


Jones, wan irbtiale, Liverpool, Butcher Feb 10 at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Jones, Joun, Aberystwith, © Commercial 


ire, 

Traveller Jan 31 at 12.30 Townhall, Aberystwith 

Larry, WiLt1am GeorGE, Auctioneer Feb 4 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Loup, ARTHUR CoupweLt, Seaton, Devon, Butcher Feb 6 
at 10.30 Off Ree, 13, eres, Exeter 

Lowman, Wi.u1am Joun, Southampton, Grocer Feb 3 at 3 
Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Masoy, ANDREW, York, Confectioner Feb 5at 12.30 Off 
Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Pauuee, James, Piymouth, Naturalist Feb 4 at 12.30 10, 
Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Pounper, Joun <9 my —-+ Derby, Farmer Jan3l 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 40, 8t Mary’s gate, Derby 

Sav a no JOSEPH Tuomas, Newport Pagnell, Bucks, Beer- 
seller Feb 1 at 1 Cvuunty Cuurt bldgs, North- 
ampton 

cas, 2 Hesry, Tunbridge Wells, Hotel Proprietor 
tele Ay Spencer & Hoiher, 4, Dudley rd, Tun- 

Ti 

Suerwiy, Jouy, Dronfield, Derby Jan 31 at 12 Off Rec, 
40, St Mary's Rate, Derby 

Sorrevt, Atrrep Tuomas Sons Harvard rd, bm nnd 
Tutor Jan 31 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple 
Temple avenue 

SuLuivay, a, East Cowes, H w. Pork Butcher Feb 3 
at 10.30 Off Rec, Newport, I 

Taytor, Wituam Keatixe, Si nchastes , Solicitor Jan 31 
at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Brid ge st, Manchester 

Watsu, Tuomas, Dewsbury, Yorks, Warehouseman Jan 
Slat3 Off Bank chwbrs, Batley 

ds, Baker Feb 3 at 11 Off Rec, 22, 


Wenssrer, Samus, 
Park row, 
Amended notice —_een for that published in the Lon- 
don Gazette of Jan. 21: 


Warwick, Artour Cxuar.es, Wickham, Hants, Iron- 
monger Jan #9 at 3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, 
High st, Portsmouth 


ADJUDICATIONS., 


AsnwortH, Henry Cuarves, Nottingham, Tobacconist 
ees Bishop Wilt a Kingsto 

—_——— OHN, op ton, — er nm 

Hull Pet Dec 31 Ord J 

Seam Gsoree, North Shields, AW. Neweastle on 
Tyne Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 32 

Barton, Sternen, Shanklin, I of W, Carriage Proprietor 

Newport Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 2 

Best, Cuaries Guiascorr, ae. Builder Birming- 
ham Pet Jan 18 Jan 20 

Borromiey, Cuartss Eowix, Middlesborough, Grocer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Cow.rx, Wiiuiam Jory, Leonards on 
Victualler Hastings Pet Jan 1S Ord Jan 1S 

Cuzyxer, Georer, Frome, Somerset, Brass Founder Frome 
Pet Jan x0 Urd Jan 20 

Down, Henry, Bristol, Cab Proprietor Bristol Pet Jan 
20 Ord Jan 20 

Drake, THomas, Middlesborough, Saddler Stockton on 
Tees PetJanz0 Ord Jan 20 

Epwarps, Henry ‘Thornton Heath, Surrey, 
Builder Wandsworth ' Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 32 

Eeoarrttr, Epw —— King’ s Lynn, Norfolk, Coal 
Kiag’s an 2l Ord Jan #1 

Greeory, eo te dy Mountgrove ri, 

Court Pet Jan 21 


Laundress High 

Hoouey, Beysamiy, Borrowash, Derby Derby Pet Jan 2t 
Ord Jan 21 

Spee, Sek ee Same, Worthing Brighton Pet 

20 

James, Samuat, Gloucester, Commission Agent Gloucester 

J ag Goverby tirkdge, ¥ ks, D Halifi 

onnson, Many, Sowerby » Yor! raper ax 
Pet Jan 22 ‘Ord Jan 22 

Bodfari, Trefnant, Fliat Bangor Pet Deo 


an 22 
Jonxs, Isaac, xistsele, Tivepenh, Wholesale Butcher 
Li Pet Deo 


Jones, Davi 
8 Ord 





Leacn, ras, Treo " yy = Coal Miner 
A Pet Jang? Ord Jan 2 

Love, Aarauua Corpwant, Seaton, ire, Butoh 
Kxeter Pet Jan % Ord Jan 


Mason gasaee, York, Confectioner York Pet Jan 21 
rv) 

MoGowan, Witutam, Otley, Yorke Leeds Pet Jan 
Ord Jan 22 


McLennan, Auexanpen, King at, Hatters 
Manager High Court Pet Jan 18 Jan 20 





Reyryou 
ment 
Riepes, CHaBLes F 


an 
So . 
ae es, Tet Porn 
Derbyshire 


——, Cy Dronfield, Derby Pet Jan 20 


— J Tae ~ gaa Wells Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan 
an 
Sui.ivay, Henry, East Cowes, I W, Pork Butcher New- 
port Pet Janis Ord Jan 20 
Uswis, Henry, Chesterton, Cambridgeshire, Brick Manu- 
facturer Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 


Westwoop, Jutivs Sterues, Inverness terrace, Hurling- 
ham High Court Pet Dec 16 Ord Jan 21 
Warp, Conoenam, Sten Lan, Laie, Gate Leicester 
Wi -~ ~~ Soctheort, 1 Commercial Traveller 
nicaT, Howarp, ancs, ra 
Liverpool Pet Jan2z2 Ord Jan 22 
Amntel ato eee Se that published in th2 Lon- 
pena mae ve 21: 
Brighton Pet 


Kise, Jons Grorce, Worthing, Builder 
Dec 31 Ord Jan 17 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Boors, James Witsox, Muswell rd, Muswell hill, Agent 
Court Adjud July 7, 1890 Annul Jan 20, 1396 
Heanzp, Eow.ro, Golborne rd, North 
- ateue Eg &. — Annul Jan 17, 1896 
Len, Hermann Jos.pu, Albert park, Didsbury, Lancs, 
Clerk Adjud March 28, 1895 Annul Jan 20, 1596 


London Gasette.—Tvespar, Jan. 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arcee, Fray«, House Sear- 
wae dee 


Agrave, Jonx Merepira, Birmingham, Grocer’s Manager 
Pet Jan 7 nY Jan 2 


Bertier, Jons, and Jonx Spwarp Rarsreic«, Bradf 
2 a _—— Pet Jan25 Ord Jan & 
ERNDT, 1s, East Molesey, Surrey Kingston, 
2 Pet Jan « Ord Jan 22 
LACKLOCK, JOHN epee, Torq Carpenter Exeter 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan _ 
Buiackstos, Herseet in: Leeds, Hat Manufacturer 
Leeds PetJan4 Ord Jan #4 
Bowsx, Tuomas, and Wittiam Epwarp Joyxes, Merthyr 
~~ Outfitter Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 24 Ord 
an 24 


Braapsvry, James Rosert, and Rossar Jauss Beapsvey, 
Macclesfield, Ches, Silk Manufacturers Macclesfieid 


Jan 


Ne Mon PetJan® Ord » 

FPuiercuss, Jonx, Castleford, Yorks, Painter Wakefield 
Pet Jan 35 Jan ll 

GosTsLow, a Leies, Butcher 
Latecter “Fesden #8 ond oon 

Gasavas, Sanan, , Dealer 
Ashton under Lyne Jan Ord Jan NM 

Gairritus, Jonxy Davin, Rosoman st, well, Pro- 
vision Coart PetJani7 Ord Jan & 

Hass, Jossra, Filmer rd, Futham, Builder High Cvoart 
Pet Jan 6 Ord Jan 

a Francis 


Jan 
Jonas, Joux Exwoas, South N 
Cro! Pet Deo 


Jorcs, : my Bowaap, High st, Lewisham Greenwich 
an 


K J ~ a =o Vietualler Burton 

ixsox, Joy, on 
Trent PetJan23 Ord Jan 

Lyraeos, Wintiam, Plumber Nantwich 
and Crewe set Jan Ord 


Pain! Pet Jan M&M Ord Jan 
Murros, ALY he » Worcester Pet 
Jan® Ord 
— — Josara, Trafalgar a, Old Keat ri, Provision 


High Court Pet Jan 33 Ord Jaa 3 
Ee Ipswich =Pet Jan wh 


Ova, Ht Ausaosa, = oS 
Mieke Wet Beamon ie Pet Jan 





Jan 2 
Ossoax, Ckannes, St George, Glos Bristol Pet Jan i 
Ord Jan 
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Pet Jan 25 Oat den 25 
Pages. se + ar Derby, Fruiterer Derby Pet 


Pantuivct Aseaee _ Ivybridge, Devon, Miller 


ymouth PetJan24 Ord Jan 24 
Piatt, James, Ashton under Lyne, Money seule Ash- 
ton jer e Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 2 
Paice, Wit11am Ramspen, Gloucester walk, ‘Cam en hill, 
Ship Manager High Court Pet Jan 23 an 


Rivixes, Witu1am, Bolton, Collier Bolton Pet Jan 23 
Ord Jan 23 

Rows, Ricuarp Cuarues, N rt, Mon, Carpenter New- 
port, Mon Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 

Rowxianps, Joux, Pontypridd, Commercial Traveller 
Pontypridd Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Szargiz, Atrrep Epwarp, St Budeaux, Devon, Builder 
Plymouth Pet Jané Ord Jan 23 

SeutTr_eworts, Josers Hampson, en, Lancs, Grocer 

Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 


Wigan 
Sittem, Louis Avaustus, i Essex, Merchant 
Court Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 


Srorzy, Joun Gzoreor, Stockton on "Tees, Plater Stock- 
tonon Tees Pet Jan22 Ori J 
Surrox, Joun Hasrines, Bannaley, Coal Merchant 


Pet Jani5 Ord Jan 24 


Tayxor, James, North end rd, a, Timber Merchant 
Court Pet Jan25 Ord J 


an 25 
Taomas, Tuomas, d,° Ogmore Valley, Glam, 
Greengrocer cal "Rt Ord Jan 24 


Warp, Txomas, a Sa st, oa, Undertaker 

Ww. W. O, o San Sten — icensed 
atts, WALTER wan, ey, ti Victualler 
High Court Pet Deo 27 Ord Jan 23 

Wareut, Beysamtx, Windhill, Yorks, Farmer Bradford 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 


Amended notice substituted for _. peat in the 
London Gazette of Ji 


aes ° Wim, Epsom —— Pet Noy 22 Ord 
to = 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 
DISMISSING PETITION. 
Earviey, Epwanp, jun., Norton-in-Hales, Salon. Farmer 
Nantwich and Pet Nov 9,1895 Rec Ord Nov 
20,1896 Rescn & Dismssl Dec 20, 1895 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


—— Heyer CHarces, a, Tobacconist 
Feb4at1i Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Notting- 


Asxwiru, Jonx, Bishop Wilton, Yorks, Farmer Feb 5 
atll Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 


Bezs, Sipxzy Grey, Bristol, Wine Merchant Feb 9 at 12 
bl Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Beytizy, Tuomas, Featherstall, nr Rochdale, Licensed 
Viétualler Feb 7 at 11 Townhall, Rochdale 

Bopprveroy, conan. Herry, Upper Heyiord, Oxford- 
shire, Licensed Victualler Feb 5 at 12 Bankru 


Office, Oxford 
meee Joux Reppixe, Stourport, Worcs, Butcher Feb 4 
J Nicholls, Auctioneer, Commercial bldgs, Kid- 


Cuzyrnr, ee , Somersetshire, Iron Founder 
Feb 5 at 1 Of Hen Ree, | Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
ee Rowe, Clifton, Bristol, Cab Proprietor Feb 5 at 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Cabinet Maker Feb 5 at 11 


Sian Janz, 
23, Colmore row, 
Fivupper, Grorcs Roem dale rd, West Norwood, 
Feb7 at 2.30 Bankru bidgs, Carey st 
Funtonec, Harrot, Penn: -_ Builder Feb 4 at 


12 inaireste bldgs, Carey 
bags — Harry, Ans . Leicestershire, 
eb 5 at 12.30 1, Berrid st, 
Leicester “pit 


, EvizaBers, eg they pa Laundress 
Feb 4 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Groves, Jonx Witiiam, Arabin rd, Brockley Feb 4 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London 
Haug, Agruvr, a st, —— Galvanist Feb 5 at 11 


Hawerss, we aRRY, Caraifr, Outfitter Feb 11 at 11 
Off Rec, Whi 


ham 
Hapozs, Davip, Walsall, Staff, Meat Salesman Feb 6 at 
11.30 Off Walsall 
wae i Mill 
Brxsamix, Borro 
Of Rec, 40, 8t. “Mary's gate, ~_ 

Houses, niox, Caversham, ordshire Prin of 
School -Feb7at12 Queen’s Hotel nea 
Juxxixs, Hexey Wiscxworrs, Norfolk House, Victoria 
Embankment, Wine Merchant Feb 4 at 11 Bank- 
» Yorks, Dra: Feb 6 at 
per 


— ets Bagillt, ay ey Feb 4 


Kezswar, Gronoz Wiss i 
Type ostog 1a, Garey app, 


Music Hall Artist 
, sous Gzorcs, W i... ** 
1 a, Me Baay app, Ldn od, Tailors Assistant Feb 


F 


Of Rec, 24, Railway 
4atll 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
wey Brey. Standon, Harte Feb 5 at 12 Shire- 


Many Exizapers, sae nitty, Yorks, Boot Dealer | Hanes, ats co 
Rec, 8, Albert Butcher 
at Heck, ts See 


Masxuy, 
Feb5at3 Off Middles 


McLesxax, Avexanper, 
Manager Feb 6 at il Senibepees bidgs, Carey st 





itehall chmbrs, 23, Colmore row, Birming- | 


" | Coopgr, Cuaries James, Claverdon, 
rd, Rrixton, Inspector Feb 7 at | 
Carey st 


wash, Derbyshire Feb4 at 12 | 


Miutow, ALFrep, bre ap a a Feb 5 at 11.30 Off 


Mosgs, areas, Darlington, Gr Grocer Feb 5at3 Off Rec, 
8, Albert rd, 

Moss, Sypney Percy, Bucklersbary Feb 6 at 1 Bank- 
ruptey bl Carey 

Mut.se, Ropert, St Bene’t pl, Commission Agent Feb4 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mummery, Atsert Howarp, Christchurch, Hants, Miller 
Feb4at3 White Hart Hotel, Salisbury 

Muron, Leopoup} Freperick, Presb st, Clapton Park, 

ape Grocer Feb 4 at 12 ptcy bidgs, 


Care’ 

Ospoen, 4 St George, Glos Feb 5 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Parker, Jouy, = Derbyshire, Fruiterer Feb 5 at 
12 Off Ree, 40, St Mary’s Gate, Derby 

Poxox, Hyia poe Sn Brownhills, Staffs, Harness Maker 
Feb6at11 Off Rec, Walsall 

Price, Wittram Ramspen, Gloucester walk, eg hill, 
Ship Manager Feb 5 > 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ripines, Wiitram, Haulgh, Bolton, Lancs, Collier Feb 6 
atil 16, Wood st, ton 

Riepex, CHARLES F, Brighton Feb 4 at 2.45 Off Rec, 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 

Spencer, Wituiam Henry, St Leonards on Sea, Doctor 
Feb 6at12 Young & Sons, Bank bldgs, Hastings 

Trexwith, WILLIAM, Room, Surrey Feb 5 at 12.30 24, 

way app, London Bridge 
Trowsripee, L I, Green lanes, Stoke Newington, Commis- 


yl Agus Feb § at 2.30 Bankruptcy pidge, 

e 

Unwi, i Chesterton, Cambridgeshire, Brick Manu- 
facturer Feb7at 12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cam- 
bri 


Vavueuay, Wiiiiam Prxxney, Aberaman, Aberdare, Glam, 
tmaker Feb4at2 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Wa xer, Herseet Antuur, Gt Yarmouth, Teacher Feb 
8at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Wann, Jovatuan, Burton Lazars, Leics, Grazier Feb 4 at 
2.30 Off icester 


Ree, 1, Berridge st, 
Westwoop, Jutius Sterxey, Hurlingham Feb 6 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wituiams, Toomas, Aberdare Junction, Glam, Grocer Feb 
4 at12 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Wisor, Jesse, Swindon, Wilts, Dealer Feb 6 at 3 Off 
Cricklade st, Swindon 
Waicar, ‘eases. Wind Hill, Yorks, Farmer Feb 6 at 
11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ancuer, Fray, Scarborough, See See Scar- 
borough Pet Jan 25 “Ord J 

Barron, Peres, Mile End rd, Fruit Grower Edmonton 
Pet Jan 2i Ord Jan 22 

Bavumayn, Louts Leister, Walton on Thames, . Bustag, Gent 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Nov13 Ord Jan 

Bouseeh, Aurrep Wiii1am Gipson, and — Far- 
Rant, Plymouth, Biltiard Table Manufacturers Ply- 
mouth PetNov 30 Ord Jan 23 

Bentiey, Jony,and Joun Eowarp Rarsrrick, Peasent, 
Yorks, Joiners Bradford PetJan25 Ord Jan 

BLAcKLock, Joun Georce, Torquay, Carpenter ie 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Buiaceston, Hersert Wore, Leeds, Hat Mauu facturer 
Leeds Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 24 

mony oa — and Wiiiiam Epwarp Joyss, Merthyr 

Outfitters Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 24 Ord 

je r 

Brapsury, James Ropert, and Roserr James BravBury, 
Macclesfield, ire, Silk Manufacturers es- 
field Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 

Brooke, Froreyce Mary, Nottingham Nottingham Pet 


Jan 2 Ord Jan 25 
Bu ngsee, Tes THomas, a, Cae, Lincoln, Gardener Boston 
et 
CARTWRIGHT,  aanaaae Wituram, Gt Coll st, West- 
minster, Law Stationer High Court Pet 12 Ord 


Jan 23 

Cuampion, ALEXANDER James, New Zealanil avenue, Bar- 

mfectionery Importer High Court Pet Dec 

28 Ord Jan 24 

Creat, Frepsricx Joux, Swanage, Dorset, Painter Poole 

etJan8 Ord Jan 23 

Co.iiss, Henry Eis, a Neath, Breconshire Cardiff 
Pet Nov 6 Jan 

Cooxe, IsaBELia, and a Crayson, Aldershot, Hants, 
Butchers Guildford Pet Jan 10 La Jan 21 

War , Far- 
mer Warwick PetJanié Ord Jan 23 

CopgLanp, Jonyx, Warrington, Lancs, Joiner Warrington 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 


Davies, Sr Wiis (Knight), Wiiuram = Davigs, 
Georce, and LIN zs Davizs, Haverfordwest, 
Pembrokeshire, Solici Pembroke Dock Oct 28 

D } a J Ma sews | Shep- 

| De Bewsgpirry, Joszru TTHIAS, 
herd’s Bush, Financial Agent High bs oa 
24 Ord Jan 24 

| Dowserr, Apert Avoeustus, Worthing, Clothier 


| 


Brighton PetJani6é Ord Jan 24 
es x Jous, Castleford, Yorks, Painter Wakefield 
‘et Jan 


25 Ord Jan 25 

Gostz.tow, THomas Harry, Kegworth, Leics, Butcher 
Leicester Pet Jan22 OrdJan 22 

Greaves, Saran, Hyde, Cheshire, paiormamn Dealer 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 

Hatz, re Dae ss Medical Galvanist "High Court 
Pet J — Ord Jan 

a eeprom Chals Farm rd, Grocer High Court 

et Dec 12 an 22 


Sto! Dev 

Pet Jan 22 ieee ie 
Crabtree lane, Fulham, Baker High 
Pet Jan 22. Ord Jan 22 


Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 


gies oh Lerten, Hatter’s ' Hooson, Lione, St George Becxwitu, Priory rd, Kew, 
| urrey, Clerk Wandsworth 





Joyce, Henry Eowarp, ie st,  levkian Greenwic, 
Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 


Ketty, Tomas, and ie Avseet Ketty, Cardif, 
Marine Surveyors Cardiff PetDec 21 Oad Jang 
Ker, yh ~ Invegs, a — , Daciaay 8q, Gent 


x urt Pet June 1 Ov? den io S 
1nson, JoHN, Measham, Derbys, Vic’ er Burton 
L ete og ed S Lim Yr Ship B " 
1pGETT, ALFRED Epwakrp, Lime st sq, Ship Broker 
Court Pet Dec 23 Ofd Jan 22 Hig 
Manrsuatt, Coartes James, West Ham lane, Stratford, 
Painter High Court Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 
Mixroy, Atrrep, Worcester, Plumber Worcester Pe 
M —- ange ot Old Kent rd, 
ongis, Josgpn. Tra: en’ Provi 
Dealer Court Pet Jan23_Ord Jan'3 
Mrma.t Rosekt, Ipswich, Innkeeper Ipswich Pet Jan y 


Jan 24 
Ossorn, Cuarves, St George, Glos Bristol Pet J, 
Ord Jan2 : nan 


Carlisle 
Parker, Jonny, Bakewell, Derbys, Fruiterer Derby By 
Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
PaxrripGe, ALFRED ALBERT, Ivybridge, Devon, Mille 
Plymouth Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 
Ripines, Wit.1am, Haulgh, Bolton, andi Collier Bolte 
eS + ae ricaly § rt, M o 
WE, RicHARD 7. e _ ‘arpeater Ney. 
port,Mon Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 
Row .anps, —_ Pontypridd, , Travelle 
Pontypridd Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 25 
SuutTLewortsa, Josep Hampson, 1. me Lanes, Groce 
Wigan Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 
Srorey, Joun Gronce, Stockton on Tees, Plater Stocktm 
on Tees Pet Jan21 Ord Jan22 
Tuomas, Tomas, Lay d, Ogmore bomy Glam, 
Greengrocer Cardiff Pet Jan 24 Ord J an 24 
Wake, Bensamin Barry, Crosby sq High Court Pet De 
Wann, Taowee Oy mame . E Undertak 
ARD, Tomas, Upper No gs ar, Undertaker 
Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Hig 
Waiecut, Bexsamiy, Windhill Yorks, Farmer Bradfori 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
Waieat, Srepxen, Birmingham, —— Accountant Bi. 
mingham Pet Dec 21 “ord Jan 2 


Ossoene, Isaac, Ly yey Cumb, Innkeeper 
Jan 25 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Moors, Oscar, Stock Exchange, Stockbroker High Cou 
Adjud Aug 8, 1894 Annu! Jan 22, 1896 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 6.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriecp, at ~ Matt, 
at 2, Reversions, a Legacy, Life Interests, and Policies 
of Insurance (see advertisements on back page to-day), 








dll letters intended for publication im th 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticala 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring th 


Journal with regularity, it is requested that 


application be made direct to the Publisher 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which iw 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Pol- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrappe, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxrorrors’ JovRwNal, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law call, 
5s 6d. 








ANTED, a Costs Clerk who can write 

Shorthand quickly oom 3 ane ian by ry 
o giving references, an’ 

a. B., care of Mr. , Law Stationer, 17, Sg 





EDE AND SON, 


BOBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTER. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law W: and Gowns for 
ks, and Olerke of rene’ 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gows 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOM, 


Tom 


_ Feb. 1, eb. 118 . 
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